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Abstract  

Tourism is deemed one of the largest economic sectors in the world and thus strongly 

contributes to the gross domestic product of many countries. Especially developing countries 

consider this as an opportunity leading to rapid economic growth. However, uncontrolled 

tourism development entails many risks, such as the overexploitation of natural resources or 

the destruction of social and cultural structures. These risks have gradually been included in 

the political discussion during the recent years. Sustainable tourism is a concept, which tries 

to reduce these risks. The UN World Tourism Organization as well as the World Youth Student 

and Education Travel Confederation considering young adults as an important target group to 

promote sustainable tourism. Hence, this thesis examines the extent to which sustainable 

tourism is performed by young adults in Austria and Germany and what they understand by 

this concept. The results are based on data of 660 young adults from Austria and Germany, 

collected via an online survey. The outcomes indicate on the one hand, that sustainable 

tourism within this sample is still very little practiced (just about 2% could be identified as 

sustainability-oriented tourists), but on the other hand, that a large part of the respondents 

already implemented approaches of sustainable travelling within their holidays. In addition, a 

clear gap between the environmental behavior in everyday life and the environmental behavior 

on vacation could be demonstrated. Furthermore, it was shown that there is still a need to 

clarify the meaning of sustainable tourism. Since this thesis is related to the behavior of young 

adults, further research is needed regarding the attitude and the motivation of this target group. 

This could help to identify impediments towards sustainable tourism in order to create options 

to resolve these obstacles.  
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Zusammenfassung  

Der Tourismus ist einer der größten Wirtschaftszweige der Welt und trägt somit stark zum 

Bruttoinlandsprodukt vieler Länder bei. Dies sehen gerade Entwicklungsländer als Chance 

schnelles Wirtschaftswachstum herbeizuführen. Unkontrollierte Tourismusentwicklung birgt 

jedoch viele Risiken, wie die Übernutzung natürlicher Ressourcen oder die Zerstörung von 

sozialen und kulturellen Strukturen. Diese Risiken wurden in den letzten Jahren nach und nach 

in die politischen Diskussionen aufgenommen. Nachhaltiger Tourismus ist ein Konzept, 

welches versucht diese Risiken zu minimieren. Die UN World Tourism Organisation sowie die 

World Youth Student and Eductaion Travel Confederartion sehen insbesondere die jungen 

Erwachsenen als wichtige Zielgruppe um den nachhaltigen Tourismus voran zu treiben. 

Deshalb geht diese Arbeit der Frage nach, inwieweit nachhaltiger Tourismus von jungen 

Erwachsenen in Österreich und Deutschland praktiziert wird und welches Verständnis sie von 

diesem Konzept haben. Die Ergebnisse basieren auf Daten von 660 jungen Erwachsenen aus 

Österreich und Deutschland, welche im Rahmen einer Onlinebefragung gesammelt wurden. 

Diese zeigen, dass auf der einen Seite nachhaltiger Tourismus innerhalb der Stichprobe noch 

sehr wenig praktiziert wird (gerade einmal 2% konnten als nachhaltig-orientierte Touristen 

identifiziert werden), auf der anderen Seite jedoch ein Großteil der Befragten schon Ansätze 

des nachhaltigen Reisens umsetzt. Außerdem konnte eine klare Lücke zwischen dem 

Verhalten im Alltag und dem Verhalten im Urlaub aufgezeigt werden, sowie, dass immer noch 

Aufklärungsbedarf für die Bedeutung von nachhaltigen Tourismus besteht. Da sich diese 

Arbeit auf das Verhalten der jungen Erwachsenen bezieht, sind noch weitere Forschungen 

bezogen auf die Einstellung und die Motivation dieser Zielgruppe erforderlich. Dies könnte 

dazu beitragen Hemmnisse gegen nachhaltigen Tourismus aufzuzeigen, um so 

Handlungsoptionen zur Beseitigung dieser Hindernisse zu erstellen. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1. Problem Definition  

Over the last decades, tourism has become one of the largest and most important economic 

sectors in the world and, with a few deviations, has experienced a steady growth trend (BFN, 

n.d.; BMWi, n.d.; UNWTO, 2016b, p. 2). While there were 25 million international arrivals in 

1950, today, there are far more than one billion (UNWTO, 2016b, p. 3, 2017, p. 1). This means 

that the number of international tourists has risen almost fifty times over the last 65 years and 

is also expected to rise by 3.8% annually, according to forecasts (UNWTO, 2016b, p. 3). This 

growth trend can also be observed in Austria and Germany. Hence, the number of international 

arrivals has risen by almost 50% in the last 15 years in Austria and by more than 80% in 

Germany (The World Bank, 2017b). Such a growth potential is especially seen by developing 

countries as an opportunity for economic growth. Tourism already represents one of the most 

important foreign exchange sources in many of these countries and strongly contributes to job 

creation (BMZ, n.d.). Globally, the tourism sector accounts for more than 9% of the jobs and 

generates more than 10% of gross domestic product through direct, indirect and induced 

services (WTTC, 2017b, p. 1). These numbers clearly show that there is still enormous 

potential for economic development in tourism. However, on the other side the negative 

consequences must not be neglected. Uncontrolled tourism growth also entails major risks, 

such as the overexploitation of natural resources or the destruction of social and cultural 

structures (BMZ, n.d.). In addition, enormous amounts of CO2 are emitted into the atmosphere 

through the tourism industry, especially by air travel, which has a negative contribution to 

climate change (Janiĺ, 1999, p. 159f; UNWTO, 2007, p. 2ff) and is also supposed to increase 

in the next years (Die Presse, 2009; Tatje, 2009). The negative effects of tourism are also 

being discussed in Austria. According to a survey by MarketAgent, 79% of Austrians believe 

that nature is also being destroyed by alpine tourism (Hagenstein, 2016). A concept, which 

tries to mitigate or prevent these negative effects is sustainable tourism. 

The European Union, and thus also Austria and Germany, have set, with the treaty of 

Amsterdam, a sustainable development as a basic goal (BMLFUW, 2016). This also includes 

the sustainable development of tourism, which is mentioned for the first time in the Agenda 

2030 as an actor for the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

(TourCert, 2016).  

In Austria, sustainability in tourism has played an important role already for many years 

(Österreichische Umweltzeichen, 2015), which is reflected in a wide range of sustainable 

tourism offers (Baumgartner & Schwenoha, 2015; Österreichische Umweltzeichen, 2015). 
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Also, in Germany, more and more presence of sustainable tourism can be found. For example, 

the ñforum anders reisenò, founded in 1998, which has already co-founded more than 100 tour 

operators and travel agency in order to promote sustainable tourism (FAR, n.d.). Furthermore, 

the declaration of the United Nations to adopt 2017 as the international year of sustainable 

tourism development shows the importance of this topic (UNWTO, 2015). 

In the process of promoting sustainable tourism, young adults are regarded as an important 

segment group (Buffa, 2015; Rogerson, 2011; UNWTO, 2008; UNWTO & WYSE, 2016). ñThe 

importance of this market segment lies in the fact not only that it is becoming larger but also 

that it represents the market of the future.ò (Vukic, Kuzmanovic, & Kostic Stankovic, 2015, p. 

482). According to estimates by the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 

this segment group accounts for almost a quarter of the world's travelers (UNWTO & WYSE, 

2016, p. 10).  

Publications about sustainable tourism in Austria and Germany are rare and publications 

focusing on young adults are not available at all. Therefore, sustainable tourism among young 

adults (age 18-35) in Austria and Germany represent the thematic scope of this thesis. 

1.2. Objectives and Research Questions 

The aim of this thesis is to get an initial insight into the behavior and understanding of young 

adults in Austria and Germany with regard to aspects of sustainable tourism. In addition, this 

thesis will capture and examine the findings of Barr et al. (2010) and Juvan & Dolnicar (2014) 

about the behavior gap in everyday life and on holidays. Therefore, it will be determining, 

whether there is a difference in the behavior of the young adults in everyday life and on holidays 

regarding the environmental aspects of sustainability. Furthermore, it will indicate, to what 

extent sustainable tourism plays a role for travel and accommodation providers which are used 

by young adults in Austria and Germany to book their holidays or journeys.  

Therefore, the following research questions are dealt with in more detail:  

1. To what extent does sustainable tourism play a role fo r chosen travel and 

accommodation providers?  

1.1 Where do young adults in Austria and Germany book their holidays? 

1.2 To what extent are booking platforms involved in topics of sustainable 

tourism? 

1.3 To what extent do the chosen providers communicate sustainable tourism? 

1.4 To what extent do the chosen providers offer the possibility for customers 

to look specifically for sustainable tourism offers? 
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2. Regarding young adults in Austria and Germany: How about the ir  

sustainable behavior in everyday life and on holidays/while travelling ? 

2.1 How about their environmental behavior in everyday life regarding: 

¶ Diet 

¶ Purchasing of convenience goods 

¶ Purchasing of shopping goods 

¶ WTP for environmentally friendly or fair-trade articles 

¶ Energy saving  

¶ Mobility in summer and winter? 

2.2 How about their environmental behavior on holidays or during travel 

regarding: 

¶ Preparation of a journey 

¶ Number of journeys and used means of transportation 

¶ Holiday accommodations 

¶ Renouncement of distinct types of travelling 

¶ Compensation payment? 

2.3 Are there correlations between the environmental behavior in everyday life 

and the environmental behavior on holidays? 

2.4 How about their sustainable tourism practices?  

2.5 How about their association with the term ñsustainable tourismò? 

In order to answer research question one and its sub questions, a small survey in collaboration 

with an internet analysis based on a list of criteria was used. 

To answer the research question two and its sub questions, this thesis investigates the 

behavior of young adults in Austria and Germany regarding aspects of sustainability in 

everyday life and on holiday. Therefore, an online survey among young adults in Austria and 

Germany was used. This survey contains specific questions about the behavior in everyday 

life as well as about the travel behavior. Furthermore, the understanding of the term 

ñsustainable tourismò is been asked.  

1.3. Structure of the Thesis  

After the introduction, Chapter 1, including the problem definition as well as the aim and the 

research questions of the thesis, follows the literature research of this work, which is contained 

in Chapter 2, 3 and 4. 

In Chapter 2, an insight in the numbers of the travel & tourism industry will be presented. For 

this purpose, the global economic relevance of this industry as well as the economic relevance 

for Austria and Germany is shown.  
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In Chapter 3, the negative impacts of tourism are listed. The focus of this demonstration lies 

on the three pillars of sustainability. Hence, in this chapter, the negative economic impacts, the 

negative environmental impacts and the negative social impacts of tourism are presented and 

described in more detail. 

Chapter 4 deals with the topic sustainable tourism. Starting with the emerge of mass tourism, 

the development from soft tourism, over ecotourism to sustainable tourism today is described 

in detail. In addition to that, promoters of sustainable tourism in Austria and Germany are 

introduced. 

The next part of this thesis forms the empirical part and contains out of two different 

investigations which are presented in Chapter 5 and 6. Afterwards the results of these 

investigations are discussed in Chapter 7. 

First, Chapter 5 focuses on the results of a smaller investigation regarding the research 

question one ñTo what extent does sustainable tourism play a role for chosen travel and 

accommodation providers?ò and its sub-questions. In this context, the used method as well as 

the results of the investigation is shown. A summary of the results is closing the chapter.   

Second, Chapter 6, presents the results of the main investigation of this thesis, which refers to 

the research question two ñRegarding young adults in Austria and Germany: How about their 

sustainable behavior in everyday life and on holidays/while travelling?ò and its sub-questions. 

In this respect, the used method is described followed by the results of the survey. These 

results are illustrating the travel behavior of young adults from Austria and Germany of the last 

12 months as well as to what extent aspects of sustainability exists in their everyday life and 

on holidays (or during travelling). Further, the correlation and the differences between the 

behavior of the respondents of the survey regarding the environmental aspects of sustainability 

in everyday life and on vacation are demonstrated. Additionally, the identification of 

sustainability-oriented tourists as well as the understanding of the respondents of the term 

ñsustainable tourismò is be shown. A summary of the results is closing the chapter.  

Third, in Chapter 7, the results of the two investigations are discussed and interpreted based 

on literature research. 

The last part of the thesis, Chapter 8, sums up the empirical parts and presents the conclusion 

of the findings. 
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2. Tourism in Numbers 

This chapter outlines the statistical data from the United Nations World Travel Organization 

(UNWTO) and the World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) to show the global development 

of international tourism in terms of its economic relevance, receipts and expenditures. Also, 

using data from Statistik Austria and the Federal Ministry of Economics and Energy in 

Germany, the economic relevance from the travel & tourism industry for Austria and Germany 

today is shown. 

2.1 The Global Economic Relevance of Tourism  

ĂAn ever-increasing number of destinations worldwide have opened up to, and invested in 

tourism, turning it into a key driver of socio-economic progress through the creation of jobs and 

enterprises, export revenues, and  infrastructure developmentñ (UNWTO, 2016b, p. 2). 

The tourism sector does not only count today as one of worldôs largest economic sector 

(WTTC, 2017c), but it also experienced over the last decades continues growth and deepening 

diversification and is therefore today one of the fastest growing economic sectors in the world 

(UNWTO, 2016b, p. 2). The following figures and numbers will show the economic relevance 

of the global travel & tourism industry. For a better understanding of the figures and numbers, 

a few technical terms must be explained (see Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: The economic contribution of the travel & tourism industry (WTTC, 2017a, p. 2) 

- The direct contribution  of the travel & tourism industry includes direct transactions by 

tourists for tourism services such as accommodation, recreation, transportation, and 
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other related sectors minus the purchases by tourism providers (including imported 

goods). 

- The indirect contribution  of the travel & tourism industry includes: 

o Capital investment spending of all industries which are directly involved within 

the travel & tourism industry 

o Government spending which support general tourism activities 

o Domestic supply chain effects which are directly linked to the travel & tourism 

industry  

- The induced contribution  includes the spending within the local economy of 

employees which have jobs in the tourism sector both directly and indirectly  (WTTC, 

2017b, p. 11, 2017a, pp. 8 & 11). 

The direct contribution of the travel & tourism industry to the global GDP has been 2.306 trillion 

USD in 2016, which referred to 3.1% of the total GDP (see Figure 2). The forecast shows even 

a rise to 3.7% in 2017 and an annual grow of 4.0% per year from 2017-2027, which would 

raise the direct contribution to 3.5% of the total GDP (WTTC, 2017a, p. 1, 2017b, p. 1).  

 

Figure 2: Direct contribution of Travel & tourism to GDP (WTTC, 2017a, p. 3) 

The two key components of the direct contribution of the travel & tourism industry are the 

money spend to a country by foreign visitors (also called visitor exports) and the domestic 

travel spendingôs (WTTC, 2017a, p. 4f). 

Visitor exports generated globally 1.405 trillion USD in 2016. This is even expected to grow by 

4.5% in 2017. As international tourism arrivals are forecasted to keep raising, visitor exports 

between 2017 and 2027 will also increase by estimated 4.3% per year, which would then 

account for expenditures at around 2.2 trillion USD (WTTC, 2017a, p. 5). 
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The domestic spending generated globally 3.5746 trillion USD and is expected to grow by 

3.7% in 2017 and rise from there by 3.9% per year until 2027 (WTTC, 2017a, p. 7). 

Of the direct tourism & travel contribution to GDP, leisure travel spending generated 76.8% in 

2016, the rest, 23.2%, was generated by business travel spending (see Figure 3) (WTTC, 

2017a, p. 6).  

 

Figure 3: Different components of direct travel & tourism contribution to GDP (WTTC, 2017a, p. 6) 

The indirect contribution of the travel & tourism industry to GDP in 2016 sums up to 3.94 trillion 

USD, which accounts for 51.7% of the total contribution, whereby the biggest portion is related 

to the supply chain effect (see Figure 4) (WTTC, 2017a, p. 8).  

The induced contribution in 2016 has been 1.3706 trillion USD, which represents with 18% the 

smallest amount of the total contribution (see Figure 4) (WTTC, 2017a, p. 8). 

 

Figure 4: Breakdown of direct, indirect and induced contribution to the total travel & tourism contribution in 2016 (all 

values are in constant 2016 prices & exchange rates) (WTTC, 2017a, p. 6)  



 

8 
 

This all sums up to a total contribution of the travel & tourism industry to the GDP in 2016 of 

7.6133 trillion USD, which refers to 10.2% of the worldôs GDP (see Figure 5). This even is 

supposed to rise by 3.6% in 2017 and continue to grow by 3.9% per year to 11.4% of the 

worldôs GDP in 2027 (WTTC, 2017a, p. 1).  

 

Figure 5: Global total contribution of the travel & tourism industry to GDP (all values are in constant 2016 prices & 

exchange rates) (WTTC, 2017a, p. 3) 

Furthermore, the tourism & travel industry does not only have an impact on the GDP, it also 

contributes to a large amount of employment. In 2016, the travel & tourism industry generated 

directly more than 108 million jobs, which accounts for 3.6% of global employment (see Figure 

6). The forecast for 2017 estimates even a grow by 2.1% and from then on, an annual increase 

of 2.2% for the next ten years. This includes employment by passenger transportation services, 

hotels, travel agents and also activities of the restaurant and leisure industries which are 

directly supported by tourists (WTTC, 2017a, p. 4, 2017b, p. 1).  

 

Figure 6: Direct contribution of the Travel & Tourism industry to employment (WTTC, 2017a, p. 4) 
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If a wider effect, for example from investment, the supply chain or induced income, is included, 

the travel & tourism industry does even supports more than 292 million jobs worldwide, which 

accounts for 9.6% of the total global employment (see Figure 7). Just like the direct 

contribution, the total contribution is expected to rise in 2017 by 1.9%. By 2027, the total 

contribution is even expected to be responsible for more than 381 million jobs or 11.1% of total 

employment (WTTC, 2017a, p. 4).  

 

Figure 7: Total contribution of the travel & tourism industry to employment (WTTC, 2017a, p. 4) 

2.2 The Economic Relevance of the Travel & Tourism Industry in Austria 

The total contribution of the travel & tourism industry in Austria has been 29.7 billion ú in the 

year 2015, which complied with 8.7% of the GDP in Austria. The direct contribution, which 

amounted for 18.9 billion ú, has been the bigger portion of the total contribution compared to 

the indirect contribution which accounted for 10.8 billion ú (Statistik Austria, 2017b) (see Table 

1 and Figure 8). 

Table 1: Contribution of the travel & tourism industry to the economy in Austria (own illustration based on: Statistik 

Austria, 2017b, 2017a) 

Tourism 2015 
Direct Contribution 

Absolut          Percent 
Indirect 

Contribution 
Direct + Indirect 

Contribution 
Percentage of 

GDP 

DǊƻǎǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ό.ƛƭƭƛƻƴ ϵύ 18,9 5.6% 10.8 29.7 8.7% 

Employment (thousand 
workers) 

337.4 7.5 ς 7.9% - 337.4  

 

If we have a look at the contribution of the travel & tourism industry on employment, 337,400 

self-employed and non-self-employed workers respectively 293,100 full-time workers 

(measured in full-time equivalents ï FTE) were directly attributed to the tourism industry in 

2015. In other words the tourism industry accounts for 7.5% - 7.9% in relation to the total 

employment in Austria (Statistik Austria, 2017a) (see Table 1). 
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Figure 8: Total contribution of the Travel & Tourism industry in Austria (Statistik Austria, 2017b) 

2.3 The Economic Relevance of the Travel & Tourism Industry in Germany 

In Germany the total contribution of the travel & tourism industry amounted to 184.4 billion ú 

in the year 2015, which complied with 6.8% of GDP in Germany. The direct contribution in that 

year has been 105.3 billion ú, compared to the indirect contribution, which amounted to 76.1 

billion ú (BMWi, 2017, p. 24) (see Table 2). 

Further, the travel & tourism industry has been responsible for 4.167 million jobs in Germany 

in 2015. This complies with 9.7 % of the total employment in Germany (BMWi, 2017, p. 24) 

(see Table 2). 

Table 2: Contribution of the travel & tourism industry to the economy in Germany (own illustration based on: BMWi, 

2017, p. 24) 

Tourism 2015  Direct Contribution 
Absolut         Percent 

Indirect 
Contribution 

Direct + Indirect 
Contribution 

Percentage 
of GDP 

DǊƻǎǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ό.ƛƭƭƛƻƴ ϵύ 105.3 3.9% 76.1 184.4 6.8% 
Employment (thousand 
workers) 

2919 6.8% 1248 4167  
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3. The Negative Impacts of Tourism  

As already shown in Chapter 2, tourism counts today for one of the most valuable resource for 

economic yields and employment. Therefore, tourism contains a high economic potential. 

However, tourism is a quite complex industry, which involves a lot of different stakeholder and 

uses an enormous amount of resources. Hence, tourism can lead to a positive economic, 

ecological and social development, if it is handled in the right way, but an uncontrolled 

development can also lead to large scale damage (UNEPa, n.d.).  

This chapter highlights the negative effects of an uncontrolled led tourism. The focus lies 

thereby on the three pillars of sustainability (social, environmental and economic pillar). In this 

context does Kruk et al. (2007) talk in their book about the tourism carrying capacity (see Table 

3). At the beginning of each chapter related to the pillars of sustainability, a comparison of the 

potential negative and positive effects of tourism is shown in a table.  

Table 3: Dimensions of tourism carrying capacity (own illustration based on: Kruk et al., 2007, p. 36) 

Dimension Capacity  

Environmental Physical Refers to the amount of suitable land available for facilities and includes 
the finite capacity of the facilities to cope with visitor pressure. A 
measure of the number of tourists that may be accommodated on a site. 

Biological/ 
Ecological 

The limit of acceptable impacts on the flora, fauna, soil, water, and air 
quality. A measure of the number of people that may be accommodated 
on a site before damage occurs to the environment. 

Economic The ability to absorb tourism development without squeezing out 
desirable local development functions. A measure of the number of 
people that may be welcomed to a location before the economy of the 
area is adversely affected. 

Social Behavioral or Perceptual ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƻƭŜǊŀōƭŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
impaired. It also includes the host population and culture and individual 
perceptions of crowding. 

  

3.1 Environmental Impact 

Table 4: Comparison of potential positive and negative environmental impacts of tourism (own illustration based on: 
Ap, 1990, p. 612; Kreag, 2001, p. 9; Tovar & Lockwood, 2008, p. 366) 

Positive environmental impacts Negative environmental impacts 

¶ Protection of selected natural environments 
or prevention of further 
ecological decline 

¶ Preservation of historic buildings and  
monuments 

¶ Positive change of a local areas appearance 
 

 

¶ Increase in pollution (air, noise, water, litter, 
etc.) 

¶ Increase in traffic 

¶ Loss of natural landscape and  
agricultural lands 

¶ Destruction of flora and fauna 

¶ Water shortages 

¶ Disruption of wildlife breeding cycles  
and behaviors 

 



 

12 
 

ñNegative [environmental] impacts from tourism occur when the level of visitor use is greater 

than the environment's ability to cope with this use within the acceptable limits of changeò 

(UNEPb, n.d.). 

Physical Impact of Tourism 

Attractive landscapes for tourism, for example coastlines, riverbanks, mountains and lakes, 

are quite often areas which house a biodiverse ecosystem. Tourism development leads 

frequently to destruction of such ecosystems, particularly through the construction of 

accommodation facilities and infrastructure for the tourism industry (Murray, 2007; UNEPb, 

n.d.; Vehbi & Doratli, 2010). Also the clearing of forest, for the construction of buildings or the 

collecting of firewood (a trekking tourist in Nepal consumes four to five kilogram of wood every 

day (UNEPb, n.d.)), is ascribed to tourism in many places (Kuvan, 2010, p. 158). Furthermore, 

a frequent walked tourism trail can harm the vegetation at the ground for good as well as it can 

lead to loss of biodiversity. This negative impact is even reinforced by tourism who walk offside 

the labelled trails (Barros, Gonnet, & Pickering, 2013; Burns, Ward, & Downs, 2013; UNEPb, 

n.d.) 

Biological and Ecological Impact 

CO2 Emissions 

According to a study of the World Economic Forum, tourism, including transport, is responsible 

for 5% of global CO2 emissions. They also estimate that CO2 emissions from the tourism 

sector (excluding air traffic) will increase by 2.5% per year till 2035 (World Economic Forum, 

2009, p. 3). 

A study by Perch-Nielsen et al. (2010) shows, the tourism sector in Switzerland is even 

responsible for more climate-damaging gases than the average of the remaining industry 

segments. This result could also be shown for other European countries (Perch-Nielsen et al., 

2010, p. 137). Furthermore, the annual increase of tourism leads simultaneously to an increase 

in the number of transports (be it by plane, car, ship or train). The number of passengers 

carried by air transport alone has risen from 1 billion in 1990 to 3.96 billion in 2016 (The World 

Bank, 2017a). At the same time, this leads to an increase in climate-damaging gases caused 

by means of transport. The UNWTO & UNEP (2008) showed 2008 a distribution of CO2 

emissions within the tourism sector. The biggest amount of emissions comes from 

transportation, with air traffic as the most intensive CO2 emitter of the tourism sector (see 

Table 5). 

A study by Hillman et al. estimated already 1996 that the share of CO2 emissions, which 

emerge during a transatlantic roundtrip, be the same as half of the total CO2 emissions an 

individual consumes on average per year (UNEPb, n.d.). Today, the per capita consumption 
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on CO2 emissions of the world is around 4.8 tons, respectively 7.2 tons in Austria and 8.9 tons 

in Germany (Globalcarbonatlas, 2017; Statista, 2014). According to Myclimate (2017) and 

Atmosfair (2017) lies the emission of a roundtrip from Vienna to Ney York by airplane between 

2.5 and 5 tons of CO2 per person, a roundtrip from Vienna to Bangkok even 3.2 to 7.3 tons 

CO2 per person. This shows, already a single roundtrip by airplane can exceed the annual per 

capita amount of CO2 emissions of an Austrian citizen. A study by Dickinson et al. (2010) gives 

a good comparison between different types of traveling regarding its CO2 emissions.  

Table 5: Estimated emissions from global tourism (including same-day-visitors) in 2005 (own illustration based on: 
UNWTO & UNEP, 2008, p. 33) 

Subsector CO2 (Mt) % 

Air traffic 515 40 
Car 420 32 
Other kind of transportation 45 3 
Accommodation 275 21 
Activity 48 4 

Total 1304 100 

Total emission worldwide 26400 
Total share worldwide   4.9% 

  

Water 

Drinking water is a critical resource of our planet (Kinzelbach, 2013; UNEPb, n.d.). The tourism 

industry uses commonly too much water resources for hotels, pools, golf resorts and 

recreational areas (Essex, Kent, & Newnham, 2004, p. 23; UNEPb, n.d.). ñWater is an absolute 

resource in short supply in many tourist resorts, especially in the developing world that cannot 

easily be offset in the same way that carbon offsetting occurs with transportò (Page, Essex, & 

Causevic, 2014, p. 65). Especially golf courses need a tremendous amount of water to be 

maintained. Different studies estimated the annual irrigation water consumption for a standard 

18-hole golf course between 52 and 1.300 million liter (Eurostat, 2009; Gössling et al., 2012; 

Throssell, Lyman, Johnson, Stacey, & Brown, 2009). Hence, especially in hot countries and 

seasonal holiday destinations, water shortage is becoming more and more frequent, also 

because tourists often consume more than twice the amount of water than the indigenous 

population (Page et al., 2014, p. 64; UNEPb, n.d.). 

Waste 

In areas with a high number of tourists, an increase of garbage and waste disposal is often 

observed (Tovar & Lockwood, 2008, p. 266; UNEPb, n.d.) A study by Arbulú et al. (2017) 

shows, an increase in tourist arrivals in Majorca by 1% leads to an increase in waste disposal 

by 1.25%. Furthermore, this influx of tourist exerts additional pressure on the waste disposal 

industry (Arbulú, Lozano, & Rey-Maquieira, 2015, p. 7), which leads, especially in developing 

countries, to an increase in non-appropriate waste disposal (burning of waste or unsorted or 
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non-recycled dumped waste) (Babayemi & Dauda, 2009, p. 86; Rotich, Yongsheng, & Jun, 

2006, p. 94). This in turn harms the environment and leads to an increase in climate-damaging 

gases (Vogt et al., 2015).   

Sewage  

The construction of hotels, recreational areas and other facilities for tourism is often associated 

with an increase in sewage. This may lead to contamination of lakes, rivers and coastal areas 

and harm the flora and fauna in this areas (UNEPb, n.d.). Especially in developing countries 

or fast growing tourism destinations, where there are often no or not enough sewage treatment 

plants, occurs a high burden for the environment (Alderman, 2010; Jayasinghe, 2016). For 

example, sewage, which flows into the ocean, increases the production of algae, which in turn 

settle on coral reefs and exacerbate their survival (Lange, 2008; UNEPb, n.d.). Also, cruise 

liners cause a high amount of sewage. According to the Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA), an average cruise liner generates around 25 million liter sewage per year, this add up 

to more than 3.5 billion liter of sewage created by all cruise liners per year (Guilford, 2014; 

Keever, 2016).  

3.2 Economic Impact 

Table 6: Comparison of potential positive and negative economic impacts of tourism (own illustration based on: 
Ahmed, 2015, p. 48; Ap, 1990, p. 612; Kreag, 2001, p. 9; Tovar & Lockwood, 2008, p. 366) 

Positive economic impacts Negative economic impacts 

¶ Contributes to income and standard of living 

¶ Improves local community  

¶ Creates jobs 

¶ Improves investment, development, and 
infrastructure spending 

¶ Improves public utilities and transport 
infrastructure 

¶ Increases opportunities for shopping  

¶ Creates new business opportunities 

¶ Loss of economic benefits due to leakage 

¶ Increases cost of living  

¶ Increases road maintenance and 
transportation systems costs 

¶ Decreasing foreign exchange when tourism 
uses imported goods and services instead of 
taking advantage     of locally available 
resources 

¶ Seasonality of production 

¶ Seasonal tourism creates high-risk, under- or 
unemployment issues 

¶ Jobs may pay low wages 

 

Apart from economic growth and a source of income, tourism can also have an unfavorable 

impact on the economy in a region. Rich and developed countries usually have a better chance 

of benefiting from tourism than poor countries. Although, the least developed countries have 

an urgent need for income, employment and a general improvement in the quality of life, they 

are at least able to take advantages of the positive effects of tourism. Among other things, this 

is strongly linked to the effect of leakage. (UNEP in Boz, 2011, p. 200) 
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Leakage 

The direct income for a region through tourism is the amount of tourist expenditure minus the 

profits and wages paid to shareholder who live outside the region and minus the cost of 

imported goods (see Figure 9). This deductions are called ñLeakageò (Sheng & Tsui, 2009, p. 

634). 

 

Figure 9: Illustration of leakage (own illustration based on: Beachmeter, 2015; Camillo, 2015, p. 240) 

 There are three types of leakage in the literature: 

1. Leakage through import (internal leakage) 

This is caused by the demand of products for tourists that are not produced in the 

country and thus have to be imported. Especially in developing countries, food and 

drinks must be imported, either because the food does not meet the desired standard 

or is simply not produced in the country. Thus, a large part of the tourism expenditures 

leaves the country again to pay for these imports (Anderson, 2013, p. 65; Boz, 2011, 

p. 201; Diaz, 2011, p. 8; Meyer, 2006, p. 7). 

2. Leakage through export (external leakage) 

Multinational and large foreign companies often have their share on leakage. 

Particularly in developing countries, these companies are often those who have the 

necessary capital to build an infrastructure for tourists. This results in leakage, as 

investors from abroad, who have financed the hotels or infrastructure, are taking their 

profits back to their home country (Anderson, 2013, p. 65; Boz, 2011, p. 201; Diaz, 

2011, p. 8; Meyer, 2006, p. 7). 
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3. Invisible leakage 

Invisible leakage is mostly caused by the real losses or the opportunity costs which are 

related to resource damage or deterioration (Diaz, 2011, p. 8; Meyer, 2006, p. 7; World 

Tourism Organization, 2004, p. 118). The World Tourism Organization (2004, p. 118) 

talks about two major sources:  

¶ Financial: associated with tax avoidance, informal currency exchange transactions, 

and off-shore savings and investment 

¶ Non-sustainability: related to environmental, cultural, historic and other tourism 

assets over time in ill-planned and ill-managed tourism development. 

According to the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the 

average leakage is between 40 and 50% of gross tourism income for developing countries and 

only between 10 and 20% for developed countries (UNCTAD, 2013, p. 13).  

All-Inclusive Package Deals 

All-inclusive package deals are available for almost every destination. However, this often has 

a negative socioeconomic impact on the region. Cruise ship or resort provide often everything 

tourists need, hence, only they profit from the tourist expenditures and the local population is 

left out (Boz, 2011, p. 202). Several studies, including in Zanzibar (Anderson, 2011), Okavango 

Delta (Botswana) (Mbaiwa, 2005) and Jamaica (Boz, 2011, p. 202) have dealt with this issue 

and confirm this problem. 

Increase in Prices for the Local Population 

The increasing demand for tourism products and services in a region may increase prices that 

in turn increase the cost of living in that region (Ap, 1990, p. 612; Kreag, 2001, p. 7; Tovar & 

Lockwood, 2008, p. 266). This price increase affects mostly the local population, since wages 

do not rise proportional (Ardahaey, 2011, p. 206). Also long-term tourist or the so-called 

amenity migrants1 may cause a real estate price increase if their numbers attain a certain 

critical mass (Camillo, 2015, p. 240; Loeffler & Steinicke, 2010, p. 22ff).  

Seasonal Tourism 

A lot of tourism areas are only visited during certain seasons. This seasonal character of the 

tourism industry may lead to economic disadvantages in these areas. Seasonal workers often 

lose their job during off season und have no guarantee of employment for the next season 

which leads to financial insecurity of the local population (UNEP in Camillo, 2015, p. 240; 

                                                
1 Wealthy or retired people and liberal professionals moving to attractive destinations to enjoy the atmosphere and peaceful 

rhythms of life (UNEP in Camillo, 2015, p. 240). 
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Kreag, 2001, p. 7). Also the infrastructure (restaurants, shops, tourist attractions, etc.) may 

suffer, as they have less income during off season (Ardahaey, 2011, p. 212). 

Economic Dependency 

Developing countries have put lot of emphasis on tourism as a source of income. Hence, 

tourism in developing countries accounts in some cases for more than 25% of the GDP 

(notably small island states) (UNWTO & SNV, 2010, p. XIV). However, this can lead to a 

dependency on tourism which may lead to uncertainty as economic crisis, natural catastrophes 

or terrorist attacks can rapidly reduce the number of arriving tourists in these countries, thus 

considerably reducing the GDP (UNEP in Camillo, 2015, p. 240). 

3.3 Socio-Cultural Impact 

Table 7: Comparison of potential positive and negative socio-cultural impacts of tourism (own illustration based on: 

Ahmed, 2015, p. 48; Ap, 1990, p. 612; Kreag, 2001, p. 9; Tovar & Lockwood, 2008, p. 366) 

 Positive socio-cultural impacts Negative socio-cultural impacts 

¶ Improves quality of life 

¶ Positive changes in values and customs 

¶ Improves understanding and image of 
different communities and cultures 

¶ Increases demand for historical and cultural 
exhibits  

¶ Greater tolerance of social differences 

¶ Increases availability of recreational facilities  

¶ Promotes cultural exchange 

¶ Increase in crime, drugs, alcoholism and 
smuggling  

¶ Negative changes in values and customs  

¶ Increase in prostitution and gambling 

¶ Displacement of residents for tourism 
development 

¶ Family disruption and changes in structures 
and values 

¶ Unwanted lifestyle changes  

¶ Visitor saturation and overcrowding 

¶ Privatizing of beaches and other tourist 
areas for exclusive tourist use 

¶ Over commercialization and loss of 
authenticity of traditional customs, arts, and 
crafts to suit tourists demands 

 

Accordingly to the understanding of sustainability, a socially sustainable tourism aims to 

improve (or at least not worsening) the quality of life for all those involved in tourism, hence, to 

satisfy both material and immaterial needs for the society as well as for individuals (Beyer, 

2015, p. 201; Breidenbach, 2002, p. 165). The encounter of tourists and local people can have 

thereby a positive and negative effects on a society. These impacts arise when tourism causes 

changes in the value systems and behavior of a society (Ahmed, 2015, p. 33; UNEPc, n.d.). 

Commodification  

Tourism may lead to commodification, as it can turn local cultures and therewith its religious 

rituals, traditional ethnic rites and festivals into commodities, by reducing it to tourist attractions 

(Cooper et al., 2008, p. 202; Meekaew & Srisontisuk, 2012, p. 34; Olsen, 2003, p. 100f; 

Sustainable Tourism Alliance, 2015). This process, also sometimes referred to reconstructed 
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ethnicity (Cooper et al., 2008, p. 202; Grünewald, 2006), may lead to basic changes in human 

values of the local community of tourist destinations (Sustainable Tourism Alliance, 2015). 

Standardization  

While tourists seek often the new and unfamiliar, they look at the same time for a familiar 

environment, where they feel secure (Cooper et al., 2008, p. 202; Sustainable Tourism 

Alliance, 2015). This may lead to the provision of western lifestyle infrastructure (like well-

known fast-food restaurants or hotel chains) in an unusual environment and thereby to a loss 

of cultural diversity (Cooper et al., 2008, p. 202; Sustainable Tourism Alliance, 2015). 

Acculturation 

Tourism is often accused to be responsible for cultural change in tourist destinations (Beyer, 

2015, p. 207; DoỲan, 1989, p. 216). Tourists often live another lifestyle than the local 

community in the country they visit. This may lead to, that behavior patterns, clothing styles or 

eating and drinking habits of the tourists are copied by locals, as they want to live and behave 

in the same way (Beyer, 2015, p. 207; Sustainable Tourism Alliance, 2015). Although, a part 

of the society may accept or seek this cultural change, another part, often the older generation, 

deny this change, as they see their values and tradition in danger (Beyer, 2015, p. 207). This 

may lead to a growing distinction of haves and not haves, which may increase social and 

sometimes ethnic tensions (Sustainable Tourism Alliance, 2015). However, it is disputed to 

what extent tourism is responsible for cultural change, as already the widespread 

communication (internet, TV, etc.) contributes to a rapid spread of western cultural pattern all 

over the world (Vorlaufer, 2003, p. 10).  

It is to say that acculturation and standardization does not only occur in developing countries. 

Frank (2012) showed in her article the impacts of Indian tourists travelling to central Swiss to 

visit their favorite Bollywood film sets. Small towns in central Swiss have already adapted a 

specialized infrastructure for their Indian tourists (Frank, 2012, p. 221).  

Land Conflict  

Tourism leads frequently to expulsion or exclusion of local inhabitants of their land (Kreag, 

2001, p. 9; Mansperger, 1995, p. 87; Vorlaufer, 2003, p. 10). This goes from the compulsory 

resettlement of locals from national parks, which are reserved for tourism and nature 

conservation, even without adequate compensation, to banishment of fishermen of their 

nearby beaches for the development of infrastructure for tourism (Vorlaufer, 2003, p. 10).  

Child Labor  

Everywhere in the world, young children, often even younger than 10 years old, do work in 

various areas of the tourism sector (Edralin, 2002, p. 1f). This applies not only to developing 

countries but also to developed countries (Plüss, 1999, p. 6). Current figures are not easy to 
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find, but the International Labor Organization (ILO) estimates in an article in 1995, that 13 to 

19 million children under the age of 18 were employed as tourism workers, accounting to 10 

to 15% of all employees in this sector (Black, 1995, p. 26). The Rio 10+ Working Group also 

noted that these figures would be much higher if the informal sector would be included in the 

calculations (AG Rio 10+, 2002, p. 16). Child labor often leads to an economic, physical and 

emotional dependency and keeps children from attending schools or to study further (AG Rio 

10+, 2002, p. 16; Edralin, 2002, p. 3; Plüss, 1999, p. 6). In addition, these children often work 

in hazardous and dangerous workplaces and are exposed to enormous stress (Edralin, 2002, 

p. 3; Hagedoorn, 2013, p. 6). 

Prostitution and Sex Tourism 

The UNWTO defines sex tourism as ñ trips organized from within the tourism sector, or from 

outside this sector but using its structures and networks, with the primary purpose of effecting 

a commercial sexual relationship by the tourist with residents at the destinationò (UNWTO, 

1995). Tourism is not particularly the cause of sexual exploitation, but it leads to an increase 

of prostitution, by providing easy access to it (Teye, Sirakaya, & Sönmez, 2002, p. 685; Tovar 

& Lockwood, 2008, p. 366). Thereby does prostitution in sex tourism differ in many cases from 

the traditional form of prostitution, mainly due to paying with commodities or other things 

instead of money (Oppermann, 1999, p. 257). Even if commercial sex is more present in some 

specific countries, sex tourism is existing all over the world (Oppermann, 1999, p. 251).  

Crime Generation 

In many cases, growth of mass tourism is accompanied with increase in crime (DoỲan, 1989, 

p. 218; Tovar & Lockwood, 2008, p. 366). In general, the link between tourism and crime is 

hard to establish (Cooper et al., 2008, p. 201). Mathieson and Wall (1998 cited in Cooper et 

al., 2008, p. 201) have thematized this link already many years ago while simultaneously 

raising the question whether crime increases simply because of the increase in population 

density or because of the increase of tourism arrivals. A fact is, large accumulation of tourist, 

mostly in big cities, with a lot of money to spend and mostly loaded with high value belongings, 

such as cameras or jewelry, increases the attraction of crime, robbery and also drug traffic 

(Cooper et al., 2008, p. 201).  
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4. Sustainable Tourism  

Sustainable tourism is an attempt to minimize the negative effects of tourism, which are 

described above. This chapter is presenting the development of sustainable tourism as well as 

its promoters in Austria and Germany. 

4.1 Sustainable Tourism Development  

Until the mid-20th century extensive travelling remained reserved to the high society or ñelite 

leisure classò (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 8; Bushell, 2001, p. 2). First the start of the technological 

revolution in both, the transport sector (train, road construction) and the mass communication 

(telephone, movie, television) resulted in an increase of people travelling  (Baumgartner, 2008, 

p. 9; Bushell, 2001, p. 2). At that time, however, tourism was still considered as ñwhite industryò 

(clean service), at least besides the modernized crude oil, coal, iron or steel industry. Its 

negative effects, particularly through the emerge of mass tourism and thereby the building of 

big hotels, which lead among others to ecological destruction at coastlines, started first to get 

criticized in the 1970s (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 10; Schloemer, 1999, p. 10). The 2003 deceased 

tourism scientist Jost Krippendorf started 1975 with his book ñDie Landschaftsfresserò a first 

academic discussion about the negative effects of tourism in Europe and provided at the same 

time alternatives in his papers (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 10; Schloemer, 1999, p. 10; Strasdas & 

Rein, 2015, p. 27). 

Soft Tourism  

Since the beginning of the 80s the term ñsoft tourismò is used as a paragon of alternative 

travelling to mass tourism. It is used by a variety of tourism agencies and tourism regions in 

German speaking countries in all kind of forms, although the meaning of the term is still 

controversial (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 10f; Schloemer, 1999, p. 10). The futurologist Robert 

Jungk was talking 1980 the first time about soft tourism, as he contrasted ñsoftò travelling to 

ñroughò travelling in the magazine Geo as shown in Table 8. 

From the mid-80s a variety of papers emerged, which captured, discussed and continued the 

idea of ñsoft tourismò (Mose, 1989, p. 15). But even with a lot of scientist from different fields 

involved in this development, it came never to an exact definition (Mose, 1989, p. 15). Despite 

this variety of different positions, a distinction was made according to two options for action:  

¶ In a broad sense, ñsoft tourismò is taken to mean as a corrective of the tourism politic 

to take economic, ecological and social aspects into account and within a long-term 
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protection of resources (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 11; Mose, 1989, p. 16f; Schloemer, 

1999, p. 13). 

¶ In a narrow sense, ñsoft tourismò is taken as an approach to develop structurally 

alternative tourism offer (ñniche tourismò) with a special focus on offers in rural areas, 

which are close to nature, not engineered and resource protecting (Baumgartner, 2008, 

p. 11; Mose, 1989, p. 16f; Schloemer, 1999, p. 13). 

Table 8: Comparison of rough and soft travelling (own illustration based on: Mose, 1989, p. 14) 

άǊƻǳƎƘέ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ άǎƻŦǘέ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ 

mass tourism Travelling as individual, with family and/or friends 
Few time Long time 
Fast transport Appropriate transport 
Strict program Spontaneous decisions  
Imported lifestyle  Customary lifestyle 
Sights Experiences  
Comfortable and passive Exhausting and active  
Few or no mental preparation Previous consideration with travel destination 
No foreign language Learning of foreign language 
Sense of superiority Joy of learning 
Shopping Bringing of gifts 
Souvenirs Memories, records, new insights 
Curiosity Tact 
Noisy Quiet 

 

In the course of the 90s the concept of ñsoft tourismò became more and more replaced by the 

arising discussion about ecotourism and sustainable tourism, hence, today the term is hardly 

used anymore. But one can say, ñsoft tourismò has been an important precursor to the still 

sustained discussion about sustainability in the tourism sector (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 11). 

Ecotourism  

Today, you will find uncounted definitions of ecotourism, which makes it quite elusive. Figgis 

(1995) declared already 1995 that defining ecotourism has been nominated as an Olympic 

sport (Bushell, 2001, p. 1). In the literature, the term ecotourism dates at least back to 1965, 

where Dr. Nicolas Hetzer talked in his article about a rethinking of culture, education and 

tourism and integrated for the first time ecological oriented thoughts into tourism (Cheia, 2013, 

p. 56; Grenier, Kaae, Miller, & Mobley, 1993, p. 3). At that time he defined four key factors for 

a responsible tourism, (1) minimum impact to the environment, (2) minimum impact and 

maximum respect to the host culture, (3) increase benefits to local people and (4) increase 

tourist satisfaction (Cheia, 2013, p. 56; Grenier et al., 1993, p. 3). Although, there is universal 

acceptance of the fact that ecotourism was viable long before the 1980s (Fennell, 2008, p. 18), 

Ceballos-Lascurain, a Mexican architect and environmentalist ultimately coined the term in 

1983 (Bushell, 2001, p. 1; Cheia, 2013, p. 56). He revised his preliminary definition in 1993 to: 
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ñEcotourism is environmentally responsible travel and visitation to relatively undisturbed 

natural areas, in order to enjoy, study and appreciate nature (and any accompanying cultural 

features - both past and present), that promotes conservation, has low negative visitor impact, 

and provides for beneficially active socio-economic involvement of local populations.ò 

(Ecoclub, 2006).  

In 1996, this definition was official adapted by IUCN (International Union for Conservation of 

Nature). From 1990 this approach also started to get more and more attention in German-

speaking areas, where ecotourism has been seen as a form of tourism, limited to the visitation 

(later also for co-financing) of protected areas (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 12). This notion was 

later adjusted to areas close to the nature and has been seen as a try to integrate the interests 

of the local population (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 12). The Workgroup Ecotourism of the German 

Federal Ministry for Economic Collaboration and Development defined ecotourism in 1995 for 

the German speaking areas as: 

ña form of responsible travel to areas which are close to nature, which looks to minimize 

negative effects on environment and socio-cultural changes, which contribute to co-finance 

protected areas and accomplish to bring possible revenues to the local population.ò 

(Arbeitsgruppe Ökotourismus (1995) quoted in Baumgartner, 2008, p. 12f).  

In 2002 the United Nations designated the year as the International Year of Ecotourism (IYE) 

(United Nations, 2002). For that purpose, the United Nations World Tourism Organization 

(UNWTO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) had joined forces and 

prepared and coordinated all activities which were to be taken at the international level for this 

year (UNEP & UNWTO, n.d.). As a course of the preparation, they published a definition of 

ecotourism which went further than the approaches before (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 14):  

1. All nature-based forms of tourism in which the main motivation of the tourists is the 

observation and appreciation of nature as well as the traditional cultures prevailing in 

natural areas. 

2. It contains educational and interpretation features. 

3. It is generally, but not exclusively organized for small groups by specialized and small, 

locally owned business. Foreign operators of varying size also organize, operate and/or 

market ecotourism tours, generally for small groups. 

4. It minimizes negative impacts upon the natural and socio-cultural environment. 

5. It supports the protection of natural areas by: 

¶ Generating economic benefits for host communities, organizations and authorities 

managing natural areas with conservation purposes. 

¶ Providing alternative employment and income opportunities for local communities. 
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¶ Increasing awareness towards the conservation of natural and cultural assets, both 

among locals and tourists. (UNEP & UNWTO, n.d.) 

 

Fenell (2008) provided another definition of ecotourism after a content analysis of 85 separate 

definitions of the term and his own personal experience. This definition provides a good 

summary: 

ñEcotourism is a sustainable, non-invasive form of nature-based tourism that focuses primarily 

on learning about nature first-hand, and which is ethically managed to be low impact, non-

consumptive, and locally oriented (control, benefits and scale). It typically occurs in natural 

areas, and should contribute to the conservation of such areas.ò (Fennell, 2008, p. 24). 

Since the arise in the 90s, ecotourism has experienced an enormous development in terms of 

tourism numbers. In 2004 it has been growing together with ñnature tourismò three times faster 

than the tourism industry as a whole (Ties, 2006, p. 2). Although, ecotourism is still booming, 

it also has the potential to bring negative effects to the environment, depending on how 

effectively tourism expansion is managed (FAO, 2011). 

Sustainable Tourism 

In our days, the concept of sustainable tourism und its development is a widely spread topic. 

It was grabbed and coined through the idea of sustainability, respectively sustainable 

development (Garrod & Fyall, 1998, p. 2) which was defined 1987 by the United Nations World 

Commission on Environment and Development (UNCED) in the report ñOur Common Futureò 

(also known as Brudtland Report) as follows:  

ñSustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.ò (UNCED, 1987). 

On occasion of the conference of the UNCED in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro, the concept behind 

this definition was further developed. The result has been the ñAgenda 21ò, a non-binding 

guideline for 179 countries, in which a generic approach for an ecological, social and economic 

development was shown (ICLEI, 1997; Ö.T.E., 2017). Subsequently, and on the base of the 

Agenda 21, the World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) developed together with the 

UNWTO and the Earth Council the ñAgenda 21 for the travel and tourism industryò (Jamal, 

Camargo, & Wilson, 2013, p. 4598). While the Agenda 21 only mentioned the potential of the 

nature-based and low-impact tourism industry, the Agenda 21 for the travel and tourism 

industry underlines the importance to make the tourism business sustainable. It included a call 

to the travel and trade business of the tourism sector to minimize negative impacts, to set up 

partnerships for sustainable development and to include collaborations with local communities 
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(Dangi & Jamal, 2016, p. 4). By this time, the UNWTO also developed a definition of 

sustainable tourism:   

ñSustainable tourism development meets the needs of present tourists and host regions while 

protecting and enhancing opportunity for the future. It is envisaged as leading to management 

of all resources in such a way that economic, social, and aesthetic needs can be fulfilled while 

maintaining cultural integrity, essential ecological processes, biological diversity, and life.ò 

(UNWTO quoted in Dangi & Jamal, 2016, p. 4) 

The delegation of the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD) adopted 1998 on its 

seventh session the action program ñTourism and Sustainable Developmentò and submitted 

the program at the UN-Conference 1999 in New York (Commission on Sustainable 

Development, 1999). This program determined the cornerstones for a tourism development 

which is oriented on the principles of sustainability. At the same time, it allocated duties and 

tasks to the involved interest groups of politic, economic and non-governmental organizations 

(Ö.T.E., 2017). The German organization ñForum Umwelt und Entwicklungò (Forum 

Environment and Development) submitted at the same conference an official definition of 

sustainable tourism:  

ñSustainable tourism needs to meet social, cultural, environmental and economic criteria of 

viability and acceptability. Sustainable tourism is long-term oriented for todays and future 

generations, ethically and socially just and adjusted to the culture, ecological viable as well as 

economical sensible and productive.ò (translated from Forum Umwelt und Entwicklung, 1998). 

According to Müller (1999) sustainability within tourism can also be illustrated as a pentagonal 

pyramid (see Figure 10). Baumgartner (2008, p. 30f) extended this notion in 2000 by an 

institutional dimension and deduced seven premises:   

1. Functioning natural environment and landscape as well as environmental management 

systems are prerequisites for the tourism of the future, both in rural peripheral areas 

and in intensively used tourist destinations (Ecological dimension) 

2. Tourism is an integrated part of sustainable, interrelated economy specific to the region 

(Economic dimension) 

3. The image of holiday destinations is characterized by self-determined cultural 

dynamics (Cultural dimension) 

4. Good working conditions and social satisfaction of the population will bring quality in 

tourism (Social dimension) 

5. Considerate tourism regions bear in mind the needs of special guest groups 
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6. People as creators are at the heart of tourism policy ï the whole population has access 

to all information and is equally involved in all decision-making processes 

(Intergenerational dimension) 

7. Sending regions in conurbation areas and higher levels of the political system take 

responsibility for the effects of tourism in destinations (Institutional dimension). 

(Baumgartner, 2008, p. 30f) 

 

Figure 10: Sustainable tourism pyramid (Müller, 1999 in Baumgartner, 2008, p. 30) 

In 2005, the UNEP published together with the UNWTO a guideline for more sustainability 

within tourism for political decision maker (UNEP & UNWTO, 2005, foreword). This 

comprehensive policy document describes the meaning of sustainability for tourism, how 

strategies for more sustainability within tourism could look like and it presents twelve aims of 

sustainable tourism development related to the three ñpillarsò of sustainability (economic, social 

and environment) (see Figure 11):  

¶ Economic sustainability, which means generating prosperity at different levels of 

society and addressing the cost effectiveness of all economic activity. Crucially, it is 

about the viability of enterprises and activities and their ability to be maintained 

in the long term. 

¶ Social sustainability, which means respecting human rights and equal 
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opportunities for all in society. It requires an equitable distribution of benefits, 

with a focus on alleviating poverty. There is an emphasis on local communities, 

maintaining and strengthening their life support systems, recognizing and 

respecting different cultures and avoiding any form of exploitation. 

¶ Environmental sustainability, which means conserving and managing resources, 

especially those that are not renewable or are precious in terms of life support. 

It requires action to minimize pollution of air, land and water, and to conserve 

biological diversity and natural heritage. (UNEP & UNWTO, 2005, p. 9) 

 

Figure 11: Relationship between the twelve aims and the three pillars of sustainability (UNEP & UNWTO, 2005, p. 
20) 

In 2004 the European Commission established the ñTourism Sustainability Groupò to further 

develop sustainable tourism in Europe (Lund-Durlacher, 2012, p. 559). They submitted 2007, 

within a report for the European Commission, eight key challenges for the sustainable tourism 

development in Europe: 

¶ Reducing the seasonality of demand 

¶ Addressing the impact of tourism transport 

¶ Improving the quality of tourism jobs 

¶ Maintaining and enhancing community prosperity and quality of life, in the face of 

change 

¶ Minimizing resource use and production of waste 

¶ Conserving and giving value to natural and cultural heritage 

¶ Making holidays available to all 
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¶ Using tourism as a tool in global sustainable development (Tourism Sustainability 

Group, 2007) 

In 2015 the United Nations General Assembly introduced the Agenda 2030 for sustainable 

development (UN Generalversammlung, 2015). After tourism has been mentioned only 

marginal in the Agenda 21, the Agenda 2030 formulates concrete targets for tourism within 

three of the 17 goals (Brot für die Welt, akte, & TourCert gGmbH, 2016; Ö.T.E., 2017; UN 

Generalversammlung, 2015): 

¶ Goal 8: Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and 

productive employment and decent work for all 

o 8.9: By 2030, devise and implement policies to promote sustainable tourism 

that creates jobs and promotes local culture and products.   

¶ Goal 12: Ensure sustainable Consumption and Production patterns 

o 12b: Develop and implement tools to monitor sustainable development impacts 

for sustainable tourism which creates jobs, promotes local culture and products. 

¶ Goal 14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for 

sustainable development. 

o 14.7: by 2030 increase the economic benefits of Small Island Developing States 

(SIDS) and LDCs (least developed countries) from the sustainable use of 

marine resources, including through sustainable management of fisheries, 

aquaculture and tourism (UNWTO, n.d.). 

The naming of tourism within the Agenda 2030 shows the importance to guide this booming 

sector in a sustainable direction (Brot für die Welt et al., 2016, p. 6). This has been even 

reinforced as the United Nations General Assembly declared 2017 as the International Year 

of Sustainable Tourism (UNWTO, 2016a). ñThe International Year aims to support a change 

in policies, business practices and consumer behavior towards a more sustainable tourism 

sector than can contribute effectively to the SDGsò (UNWTO, 2016a). The aim was to promote 

tourismôs role in five key areas:  

1. Inclusive and sustainable economic growth; 

2. Social inclusiveness, employment and poverty reduction; 

3. Resource efficiency, environmental protection and climate change; 

4. Cultural values, diversity and heritage; and 

5. Mutual understanding, peace and security (UNWTO, 2016a). 

Today, there is more and more the talk about that ñthere is no such thing as sustainable 

tourismò (Moscardo & Murphy, 2014), but a need to bring more sustainability into tourism, in 
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other words, sustainability in tourism is the target and it has to be developed and from time to 

time adopted to the external conditions (Baumgartner, 2008, p. 22f). 

4.2 Promoters of Sustainable Tourism in Austria 

ñFor several years already, Austrian tourism has pursued the concept of quality tourism. 

Instead of capacity building measures, the emphasis lies on quality improvement in every field 

- aiming at a high-quality tourist offer including ecological and social aspects. In the actual 

understanding of "quality" this does not only refer to the single components of a journey like 

accommodation or services. "Quality" today also means preserving a healthy environment as 

well as cultural and regional identityò (BMWFW, 2017). 

Naturefriends International 

In 2015, the Naturefriends International (NFI) received an assignment by the then Federal 

Ministry for Land, Forestry, Environment and Water Management of Austria, to draw a picture 

of sustainable tourism in Austria. The result was a short study of sustainable tourism in Austria 

with regard to ecology, social authenticity and regional creation of value (Baumgartner & 

Schwenoha, 2015). The study focused mainly on tourism development in protected areas such 

as national parks or natural and biosphere reserves. The results of the study pointed out that 

sustainable tourism contributes to a significant and, above all, increasing contribution to 

tourism in Austria. Besides that, it contributes to a number of positive side effects, such as 

direct added value for the urban population (Baumgartner & Schwenoha, 2015, p. 2).  

Naturfreunde Österreich  

The Naturfreunde Österreich (Naturefriends Austria) is one of 51 members of the Naturefriends 

International with seat in Vienna. With 153,000 members, they are one of the largest and most 

important leisure and conservation organizations in the country. For more than 120 years they 

have stood for an affordable, varied and healthy recreation for young and old as well as for 

environmental protection. Besides their engagement for a livable environment and a 

considerate dealing with nature, they own and rent more than 150 alpine huts and houses and 

provide leisure opportunities as well as training courses for everyone. (Naturfreunde 

Österreich, n.d.) In 2008 they started the project ñUmsteigen vorm Aufsteigenò (Change before 

Ascent), which is described in detail below. 

Umsteigen vorm Aufsteigen (Change before a scent)  

Climate protection has been an important concern of Naturefriends Austria for many years. Since 

1999, they have been working to adapt their 170 huts successively to the current ecological 

standards. The use of fossil fuels has been considerably reduced by the construction of solar and 

photovoltaic installation as well as heat-insulating measures. In order to counteract the climate 

change in the long term, they decided, not only their cabins have to be managed climate friendly, the 
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guests should also travel to and from their destinations in a climate friendly way. Therefore, the nature 

and environmental protection department of Naturefriends initiated the project "Umsteigen vorm 

Aufsteigen" in early 2008 and started to introduce hiking trails to their naturefriends huts, which can 

be reached by public transport, in their member magazine. As an answer to all the positive responses 

to the series of articles in their magazine, they collected all relevant huts ï at least 94 ï in an own 

travel guide. This guide helps everyone to find attractive excursion and holiday destinations in the 

most beautiful regions of Austria without using a car. (Naturfreunde Österreich, 2012) 

 

Austrian National Tourist Office 

Also, the Austrian National Tourist Office (ANTO) pays attention to the topic sustainable 

tourism. In 2012, they published a position paper and basis for discussions for sustainability in 

tourism (ANTO, 2012). This paper intended to stimulate how Austrian tourism could deal with 

the topic of sustainable tourism. To this end, basic concepts of sustainable tourism are 

explained and a path in its direction is pointed out. Furthermore, they demonstrate their vision 

of sustainable tourism in a form of a pyramid (see Figure 12) (ANTO, 2012). 

 

Figure 12: Sustainability pyramid in tourism (own illustration based on: ANTO, 2012, p. 4) 

Austrian Ecolabel  

The Austrian Ecolabel created 1996 a quality label, namely the Austrian Ecolabel for Tourism 

and Leisure Time Industry (The Austrian Ecolabel, n.d.). This ecolabel is awarded to tourist 

accommodations, catering enterprises, conference/event locations, camp sites and alpine huts 

in the case of commitment in the fields of environmentally friendly management and social 

Visions for tourism
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responsibility (The Austrian Ecolabel, 2014, p. 4). It is component of the Federal Ministry of 

Sustainability and Tourism to improve the quality and environmental awareness in the Austrian 

tourism and leisure time industries (The Austrian Ecolabel, 2014, p. 4). The basic requirement 

entails the fulfillment of the legal compliances with all relevant laws and regulations. In addition 

to that, the Austrian Ecolabel developed a catalogue of requirements (guideline), which has 

been coordinated for all Austria (The Austrian Ecolabel, 2014, p. 4, n.d.). The aim of this 

guideline is to ñachieve a structural improvement of the environmental situation in the field of 

tourism, while at the same time striving to boost the quality of the offer structureò (The Austrian 

Ecolabel, 2014, p. 4). This catalogue provides for a holistic assessment of the holding in the 

following fields: 

¶ General/environmental management 

¶ Energy, water, waste, air, noise, office 

¶ Cleaning, chemistry, hygiene 

¶ Building and housing, furnishing 

¶ Food/kitchen 

¶ Traffic and outdoor area 

¶ Seminar and wellness (The Austrian Ecolabel, n.d.) 

To implement the requirements, a trained ecolabel consultant gives assistance to the 

applicant. After a positive audit the applicant will receive an ecolabel certificate which is valid 

for five years (The Austrian Ecolabel, n.d.).  

Today, there are among others more than 200 accommodation providers, 12 campgrounds 

and 8 alpine huts awarded with the Austrian Ecolabel (effective February 2018, The Austrian 

Ecolabel, n.d.). The increase in numbers of ecolabel awarded accommodation providers 

shows a positive trend in direction of sustainable tourism in Austria.  

4.3 Promoters of Sustainable Tourism in Germany 

ĂGermany has become a very popular holiday destination. We are one of the most popular 

destinations for nature-based holidays in Europe. [é] To ensure this continues, it is essential 

to maintain an equal balance between the ecological, economic and social aspects of 

sustainability. This includes social inclusion and economic prospects for rural regions that are 

often structurally weak. We need the combination of these sustainability elements to develop 

successful and competitive tourism options and services for the long term.ò (Iris Gleicke, 

Federal Government Commissioner for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises and Tourism, in 

The Citizen, 2016) 
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The German Tourism Association  

The German Tourism Association (Deutscher Tourismusverband, DTV) is the only federal 

structured tourism holding organization of municipal, regional and national tourism 

organizations in Germany and is financed exclusively through membership fees. With about 

100 members they represent nearly all actors within the German tourism sector. On their 

homepage they state, that they explicit acknowledge themselves to a sustainable development 

in the areas of tourism and environment in Germany and that they want to focus the interest 

of all those involved to a rapid and optimal attainment of sustainable results. (DTV, n.d.) To 

achieve this acknowledgement, they published 2012, in cooperation with the municipal head 

associations, a revised position paper with the title ñTourism and Sustainable Development in 

Germanyò. In this paper, they describe respectively five ecological, economic and social 

objectives and appeal to all those who are responsible for tourism (the public sector as well as 

all involved enterprises) to pursue these objectives (DTV, 2012, p. 4). At the same year, the 

DTV, together with the Federal Ministry for Environment, Nature Conservation, Construction 

and Reactor Security and the Ministry for Nature Conservation, started for the first time a 

federal competition for a sustainable tourism region (BFN, 2013). 34 regions and 12 federal 

states participated in this competition. The results were published in a report (BUMB, BFN, & 

DTV, 2013). Also, the last two years, the federal competition for a sustainable tourism region 

2016/17 took place (DTV, 2016). 

The German National Tourist Board 

For more than 60 years now, the German National Tourist Board (GNTB), on behalf of the 

German Federal Government, has been working internationally to promote Germany as a 

travel destination (GNTB, n.d.). Thereby, the topic sustainability plays a key role within the 

GNTB. In their annual report 2015 they named ñpositioning sustainability as a facet of the core 

destination Germany brandò as one of their brand strategy (GNTB, 2016, p. 15). Petra 

Hedorfer, Chief Executive Officer of the GNTB said in the same report: ñSustainability goes 

beyond a single theme or a single country. Across our product range, we see sustainability as 

the future of tourism. Growth will only represent a gain for the destinations if it is managed in 

a socially acceptable and environmentally responsible wayò (GNTB, 2016, p. 11). Furthermore, 

the GNTB is Green Globe certified (GNTB, n.d.). 

Forum Anders Reisen 

The ñForum anders Reisen e.V.ò (FAR) was founded 1998 with the aim to pool travel agencies 

which have acknowledged themselves to sustainable tourism. By now, they are a business 

association of more than 130 small and medium-size tour operators. Their missions are to 

strive a form of sustainable tourism, in other words, sustainability is the essential requirement 

for all members. They offer verifiably developed environmentally friendly and socially 
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acceptable tours of high quality. Therefore, they developed, in cooperation with the Centre for 

Ecology and Environment (KATE) and the Church Development Service (EED), a standardised 

and compulsory Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)2 process for its members. With this 

CSR process all business units of tourism business are being audited for their level of 

sustainability. Hence, for the first time it was possible to audit and measure sustainability within 

the tourism business. Furthermore, the members of FAR commit themselves to comply to a 

comprehensive set of criteria for environmentally and socially sustainable tourism. This set of 

criteria includes among others the choosing of traditional and local accommodations, time and 

distance standards for air travelling and respect to the local culture and traditions. (FAR, n.d.) 

Besides that, FAR founded together with Germanwatch the atmosfair initiative (Atmosfair, n.d.) 

Atmosfair GmbH  

Atmosfair is a nonprofit climate protection organization, founded 2005. Their aim is to clarify the 

impact of air travelling to travelers, while simultaneously giving them the chance to take responsibility 

for their air travelling. Therefore, they offer airline passengers the possibility to make a voluntary 

climate protection payment based on the amount of emissions they create. Atmosfair uses this 

contribution to support climate renewable energy projects in countries where they hardly exist, mainly 

in developing countries. With this, they try to safe CO2 emissions which could be created by the use 

of fossil fuels instead of renewable energy in these countries. At the same time, they state that 

compensation cannot solve the problem of climate change since it does nothing to change the actual 

source of CO2. Therefore, they promote their three-step approach: prevention, reduction, 

compensation. (Atmosfair, n.d.) 

 

TourCert 

The TourCert gGmbH was founded 2009 as a charitable consulting and certification 

organization with seat in Stuttgart/Germany. They have set themselves the aim to promote 

CSR within tourism. For that they have developed a certificate for sustainable tourism which 

they award to travel agencies, accommodation providers and destinations if they commit 

themselves to fulfil social and ecological requirements in their core business. In addition to it 

they also commit to continually improve their sustainability performance. The criteria of the 

TourCert certificate are officially approved by the Global Sustainability Tourism Council and 

are based on international quality and environmental management standards such as ISO 

26000 or the Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS). For that purpose, they offer, beside 

the certification, consulting and support during the introduction of CSR. Today, already 140 

companies are certified or priced by TourCert and more than 500 participant benefit from their 

consulting. (TourCert, n.d.)  

                                                
2 Corporate social responsibility is a business approach that contributes to sustainable development by 
delivering economic, social and environmental benefits for all stakeholders. 
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5. Sustainable Tourism on Travel and Accommodation Booking 

Platforms 

The aim of this chapter is to get answers to the questions to what extent chosen travel and 

accommodation booking platforms communicate the topic sustainable tourism and to what 

extent do they provide the possibility for customers to look for sustainable tourism offers. The 

following four questions are briefly answered within this chapter:  

1. Where do young adults in Austria and Germany book their holidays? 

2. To what extent are these booking platforms involved in topics of sustainable 

tourism? 

3. To what extent do they communicate sustainable tourism? 

4. To what extent do they provide the possibility for customers to look specific 

for sustainable tourism offers? 

The chapter is divided into four sub-chapters. First, the methods which were chosen to answer 

the four questions are described. Second, a survey, which was needed to select a small 

number of travel agencies and booking platforms, and its results are presented. The third part 

shows in detail the result of an internet analysis whereupon in the fourth part a summary of the 

results closes the chapter. 

5.1 Methods 

First, it was necessary to find out which platform young adults use to book their holidays or 

journeys. Do they mostly use the internet, or do they prefer to go to a travel office close by? If 

using the internet, which of the many booking websites do they use? To get answers to this 

question, a survey, partial online and partial face to face, was conducted. As the results (see 

chapter 5.2) show, that most of the young adults use the internet for bookings, the next step 

was to develop a list of criteria, which holiday booking or accommodation booking sites do 

have to fulfill to have the potential of being a platform to look for sustainable tourism offers. 

The compiled list of criteria comprises seven questions for accommodation booking platforms 

respectively eight questions for platforms who offer besides accommodation booking also the 

option to book flights: 

1. Do they communicate the topic sustainable tourism on their webpage? 

2. Do they communicate or engage in the topic Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)? 

3. Do they show tips or hints for how to travel sustainable?  
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4. Is it possible for customers to look specifically for sustainable tourism offers3? 

5. Do they present sustainable tourism offers? 

6. Do they cooperate with sustainable tourism organizations?  

7. Do they have own sustainable tourism programs? 

8. Do they offer CO2 compensation for flights or indicate how to do so? (Only for platforms 

who offer additionally the option to book flights) 

Each platform can therefore score a total of seven respectively eight points by fulfilling all of 

the criteria. The scoring is composed as shown in the following table (see Table 9). 

Table 9: Possible rating for fulfilling a criterion (own illustration) 

Fulfillment criteria  Rating  

Nothing was found related to the criterion 0 / 1  
They fulfill the criterion partial 0.5 / 1  
They fulfill the criterion 1 / 1  

 

The total score can show the potential of being a sustainable tourism booking platform as 

depicted in Table 10.  

Table 10: Achievable results and their significance (own illustration) 

Achievable results Significance  

0 ς 2 points No potential (yet) 
2.5 ς 3.5 points Low potential 
4 ς 5 points High potential  
5.5 ς 7 /  8 points Sustainable tourism booking platform 

 

As a final step, the list of criteria was used to analyze three of the most chosen (result of the 

survey) accommodation booking sites and three booking sites which offer besides 

accommodation bookings also the option to book flights. In this respect, the chosen booking 

sites are first shortly described. Afterwards, an internet analysis was chosen to get more 

detailed information about the booking sites by means of the list of criteria. In addition to a 

detailed look at the webpages of the booking sites, keywords, such as ñsustainable tourismò, 

ñgreen travelò, ñeco-hotelsò or ñcorporate social responsibilityò in connection with the name of 

the booking sites were used in a search engine to find answers to the questions of the list of 

criteria. The results are presented in tables and afterwards shortly summarized. 

5.2 Results of the Survey 

The survey was conducted, partial online and partial face to face, between April and July 2017. 

The questionnaire consisted of three questions, whereas two are used for this investigation. 

                                                
3 Sustainable tourism accommodations which are either certified from a certification authority related to 
sustainable or eco-tourism or in a transparent way of the platform itself.  
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The face to face conduction was implemented at the University of Graz and the online 

conduction via survey groups in Facebook. In total, N=122 young adults between 18 and 35 

have been asked about favorite travel/holiday booking sites. The gender distribution has been 

quite even, with 60 female respondents and 62 male respondents. All 122 respondents gave 

a total of 370 votes (Mean=3.03), as multiple answers were possible. The results show, that 

89,34% (n=109) of the respondents use the internet for bookings, as only 10.66% (n=13) use 

a tourist office. Out of the respondents who use the internet for booking, most of them use 

Booking.com (n=57), followed by Airbnb (n=37), Trivago, Expedia and Checkfelix (each n=22) 

as well as TripAdvisor (n=17). Furthermore, the results show that none of the 122 respondents 

named a booking site for sustainable tourism. The main results are illustrated in the following 

figure (Figure 13). 

         

 

Figure 13: Results of the survey in relation to which booking platform (left) respectively which booking sites (right) 
are used for holiday/travel or accommodation bookings (own illustration) 

5.3 Results of the Internet Analysis 

In the following, each website of the chosen booking sites is introduced and afterwards 

analyzed, based on the prepared list of criteria. 

Booking.com 

Booking.com, founded 1996 in Amsterdam, is a booking website and travel metasearch engine 

for accommodation reservations all over the world. Since 2006 it has been owned and operated 

by the Priceline Group from the United States. Today, it is the biggest player in the Priceline 

Groupôs portfolio with roughly 1.4 million bookings per day in over 110,000 destinations all over 
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the world. Besides its head office in Amsterdam, it operates 199 local offices around the world 

with more than 15000 employees (Booking.com, 2017a).  

Table 11: Booking.com, results of the internet analyzes (own illustration) 

Booking.com   Points 

1. Do they communicate the 
topic sustainable tourism 
on their booking 
webpage? 

No 
They do not indicate anything about sustainable tourism 
directly on their booking webpage 

0 / 1 

2. Do they communicate or 
engage in the topic CSR? 

Yes 

Lƴ нлмпΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ŀ /{w ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά.ƻƻƪƛƴƎ 
/ŀǊŜǎέΦ άThis platform brings employees closer together 
and encourages them to initiate or support projects that 
ƳŀƪŜ .ƻƻƪƛƴƎΦŎƻƳΩǎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ 
attractiveέ (Chojnacka & Lacroix, 2015, p. 16f). But it is to 
say, that CSR is not a core element of Booking.com 

0.5 / 1 

3. Do they show tips or hints 
for how to travel 
sustainable? 

No 
Nothing was found related to tips or hints on sustainable 
travelling on their homepage 

0 / 1 

4. Is it possible for 
customers to look specific 
for sustainable tourism 
offers? 

No 
There are no specific search options for sustainable 
tourism offers on their webpage 

0 / 1 

5. Do they have sustainable 
tourism offers? 

Yes 
They do have eco-resorts and eco-hotels in their offers, but 
you cannot search specific for this kind of offers   

1 / 1 

6. Do they cooperate with 
sustainable tourism 
organizations?  

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

7. Do they have own 
sustainable tourism 
programs? 

 

Yes 

- Early 2017 they partnered with Impact Hub to 
design and launch a startup accelerator program 
(Booking.com Booster) with the aim of turning 
tourism into a force for good (Schaefer, 2017) 

- Also 2017 they revealed findings of their Global 
Sustainable Travel Report (Booking.com, 2017b) 

1 / 1 

Total   2.5 / 7 

 

The result shows, that Booking.com fulfills 3 out of 7 relevant criteria for sustainable tourism 

and thus reaches a score of 2.5 out of 7, which indicates Booking.com as a platform with a low 

potential of being a sustainable booking platform. Booking.com does list sustainable tourism 

offers at their site, however these are not easy to find, which makes it difficult for a customer 

to look specifically for those kind of offers. Besides that, there is no communication at all on 

their webpage to topics related to sustainable tourism. Nevertheless, their engagement in CSR 

topics and especially their Booking.com Booster program to promote sustainable tourism does 

indicate a low potential towards sustainable tourism.  

Airbnb 

Airbnb, founded 2008, is a people-to-people platform connecting hosts and guests across 

65,000 cities in more than 190 countries. Since their founding, the platform reached over 3 

million home shares and more than 160 million guests who used the offers listed on Airbnb 
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(Airbnb, 2017a, p. 2). Airbnb is seen as a sustainable option for travelers (TSSS Contributor, 

2017), which is also communicated by Airbnb: ñWhile the traditional tourism industry adopts 

greener practices, Airbnbôs growth actually has been driven, in part, by interest in home sharing 

as a sustainable option for travelò (Airbnb, 2017a, p. 2).  

Table 12: Airbnb, results of the internet analyzes (own illustration) 

Airbnb   Points 

1. Do they communicate the 
topic sustainable tourism 
on their booking 
webpage? 

No 
Even Airbnb is seen as a sustainable option for travelers, 
they do not communicate this on their webpage 

0 / 1 

2. Do they communicate or 
engage in the topic CSR? 

Yes 

Airbnb communicates already on their webpage how 
important diversity and belonging for their company is. To 
expedite this mindset, they established a variety of 
partnerships inside and outside of Airbnb: 

- Devcoler 
- The Level Playing Field Institue 
- Out for Undergrad 
- The Arc San Francisco  
- UNCF 
- YearUp 
- Anita Borg Institute 
- Code2040 
- Human Rights Campaign 
- The Honor Foundation 
- Paradigm (Airbnb, n.d.-c, n.d.-b) 

1 / 1 

3. Do they show tips or hints 
for how to travel 
sustainable? 

Yes 

¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘƛǇǎ ƻǊ Ƙƛƴǘǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ 
ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǿ άDǊŜŜƴ ¢ƛǇǎέ ŦƻǊ Ƙƻǎǘǎ 
and guests, a recommendation guide to make traveling and 
hosting via Airbnb more sustainable (Airbnb, n.d.-a). 

0.5 / 1 

4. Is it possible for 
customers to look specific 
for sustainable tourism 
offers? 

 

Yes 

Airbnb mostly offers private accommodations as a concept 
of share economy, which are seen as sustainable tourism 
ƻŦŦŜǊǎΦ .ǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭǎƻ .ϧ.Ωǎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ ǎƻƳŜ 
hotels do use the Airbnb platform (Kessler, 2015) and there 
is no transparence on how they are involved in sustainable 
tourism practices. 

0.5 / 1 

5. Do they have sustainable 
tourism offers? 

Yes See above  1 / 1 

6. Do they cooperate with 
sustainable tourism 
organizations?  

Yes 
- UNWTO 
- UNEP 
- Global Sustainable Tourism Council (GSTC) 

1 / 1 

7. Do they have own 
sustainable tourism 
programs? 

 

Yes 

- In June 2017, they announced a Sustainability 
Advisor Board (Airbnb, 2017e) 

- Lƴ aŀǊŎƘ нлмт ǘƘŜȅ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ά!ƛǊōƴōΥ 
IŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ƎǊƻǿ ƎǊŜŜƴŜǊέ (Airbnb, 2017a)  

- In January 2017, they partnership with Vivint 
Smart Home to help US and Canadian hosts 
conserve energy and lower their energy costs 
(Airbnb, 2017d) 

- Airbnb Open Homes (Airbnb, 2017c) 
- Disaster Response (Airbnb, 2017b) 
- Global volunteerism (Airbnb, 2017c) 

1 / 1 

Total   5 / 7 
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Airbnb fulfills 6 out of the 7 sustainable tourism criteria and hence scores 5 out of 7 points, 

which indicates Airbnb as a platform with a high potential of being a sustainable tourism 

booking platform. What differs to other accommodation booking sites is the possibility to share 

private homes as accommodations for travelers. This concept, as one can abstract out of their 

report, helped already to produce energy savings, water reduction, reduction of greenhouse 

gases and waste reduction (Airbnb, 2017a, p. 4f). However, there is no possibility for hosts to 

present their environmentally friendly practices in their household and for customers to look 

specifically for those. But also their contribution in CSR practices and partnerships with 

organizations who aim to push sustainability such as the UNEP or UNWTO show their high 

potential as being a platform for sustainable tourism. Still missing on their webpage is a direct 

communication on the topic sustainable tourism and within tips and hints what customers can 

do in order to travel in a more sustainable way. But, as they just announced a sustainability 

advisor board, this is something what probably will come in the nearest future.  

Trivago  

Trivago, founded 2005 in Düsseldorf/Germany, is a hotel search and comparison website. 

They scan more than 200 booking sites, such as Booking.com or Expedia, to find the ideal 

accommodation for their customers. Today they operate on 55 international platforms in 33 

languages and have more than 1100 employees. In 2012, Expedia acquired 62% stake in 

Trivago through secondary purchase and is now the owner of the platform (Trivago, 2016, 

2017a). 

Table 13: Trivago, results of the internet analyzes (own illustration) 

Trivago   Points 

1. Do they communicate the 
topic sustainable tourism 
on their booking 
webpage? 

No 
They do not write anything about sustainable tourism 
directly on their booking webpage 

0 / 1 

2. Do they communicate or 
engage in the topic CSR? 

Yes 

Same as their parent company does Trivago engage in CSR 
topics, but does not have CSR as a core element of their 
business. On their webpage, they present two programs:  

- Trivago 1%  
- tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ άhǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ /ƘǊƛǎǘƳŀǎ /ƘƛƭŘέ 

(Trivago, 2017b) 

0.5 / 1 

3. Do they show tips or hints 
for how to travel 
sustainable? 

No Nothing was found  0 / 1 

4. Is it possible for 
customers to look specific 
for sustainable tourism 
offers? 

 

Yes 

There is a ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŜōǇŀƎŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŜŎƻ-
ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ IƻǘŜƭέΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǿƘȅ 
and how the displayed accommodations are eco-friendly or 
sustainable. Sometimes you can find their eco-friendly or 
sustainable practices in the info sheet of the 
accommodation, but there is still no transparency.  

0.5 / 1 

5. Do they have sustainable 
tourism offers? 

Yes See above  1 / 1 
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Trivago   Points 

6. Do they cooperate with 
sustainable tourism 
organizations?  

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

7. Do they have own 
sustainable tourism 
programs? 

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

Total   2 / 7 

 

Trivago fulfills 3 out of 7 sustainable tourism criteria and hence scored 2 out of 7 points, which 

indicates Trivago as a platform with no potential (yet) of being a sustainable tourism booking 

platform. Trivago actually offers the option for customers to look specific for eco-friendly hotels, 

but there is no transparency about to what extent these offers fulfill sustainable aspects or on 

which criteria`s this offers are chosen. In addition to that, they do not communicate the topic 

sustainable tourism at all, neither do they show tips or hints on sustainable traveling, nor do 

they cooperate with sustainable tourism organization or are involved in programs related to 

this topic.  

Expedia 

Expedia is a US American online travel company founded 1996 out of a small division within 

Microsoft. It owns and operates some of the worldôs leading online travel brands, such as 

Hotels.com, Trivago, Ebookers and CarRentals.com.  It operates more than 200 travel booking 

sites in over 75 countries, listing 385,000 properties and 500+ airlines and more than 20,000 

employees (Expedia, 2017a).   

Table 14: Expedia, results of the internet analyzes (own illustration) 

Expedia   Points 

1. Do they communicate 
the topic sustainable 
tourism on their 
booking webpage? 

No 
¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ sustainable tourism directly 
on their booking webpage 

0 / 1 

2. Do they communicate 
or engage in the topic 
CSR? 

Yes 

They do have two CSR programs 
- Expedia Cares (Expediacares, 2017) 
- Expedia Dream Adventures (Expedia, 2017b) 

CsrHub4 gives Expedia 42 out of 100 Points for their CSR 
commitment (CSRHub, 2017b). Hence, one cannot say that 
CSR is a core element of Expedia. 

0.5 / 1 

3. Do they show tips or 
hints for how to travel 
sustainable? 

No 
Nothing was found regarding tips or hints on sustainable 
travelling on their webpage 

0 / 1 

 
 
 

   

                                                
4 ñCSRHub provides access to corporate social responsibility and sustainability ratings and information on companies in 133 

countries. Managers, researchers and activists use CSRHub to benchmark company performance, learn how stakeholders 
evaluate company CSR practices and seek ways to change the worldò (CSRHub, 2017a) 
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Expedia   Points 

4. Is it possible for 
customers to look 
specific for sustainable 
tourism offers? 

Yes 

bƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŜōǇŀƎŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ōǊƻǿǎŜ ŦƻǊ άƎǊŜŜƴ 
ƘƻǘŜƭǎέ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ explorer you can get the option to 
look for sustainable accommodation on the Expedia 
webpage. But it is not transparent to which degree the 
ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΩǎΦ 

0.5 / 1 

5. Do they have 
sustainable tourism 
offers? 

Yes See above 1 / 1 

6. Do they cooperate with 
sustainable tourism 
organizations?  

No  0 / 1 

7. Do they have own 
sustainable tourism 
programs? 

No 
!ǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ŀ ŦǊŜŜ άDǊŜŜƴ ¢ǊŀǾŜƭ DǳƛŘŜέ ƛƴ 
2010, but it is not possible to find this guide anymore (Dooley, 
2010) 

0 / 1 

8. Do they offer CO2 
compensation for flights 
or indicate how to do 
so? 

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

Total    2 / 8 

 

The result shows, Expedia fulfilled 3 out of 8 relevant sustainable tourism criteriaôs and reached 

a total score of 2 out of 8 points which indicates Expedia also as a platform with no potential 

(yet) of being a sustainable tourism booking platform. Apparently, there has been a free ñGreen 

Travel Guideò by Expedia, but unfortunately this guide cannot be found via the internet 

anymore. As of today, they do not communicate the topic sustainable tourism at all. Indeed, 

Expedia does list sustainable tourism offers on their webpage, but these are complicated to 

find, as you have to search for them via an internet explorer instead to include an extra option 

on their webpage to find these offers. They do engage with two programs in the topic CSR, but 

as CSRHub also reveals, does this not truly show a real commitment to CSR in their core 

business. Expedia offers besides accommodation bookings also the possibility to book flights. 

However, they neither offer the opportunity to pay a CO2 compensation nor they communicate 

how to do so.  

Checkfelix 

Checkfelix, founded 2005, calls itself the most favorite travel search engine for cheap flights, 

hotels, rental cars and holiday trips in Austria. They are a product of the JaBo Software Sales 

and Development Ltd. They donôt have own offers, but rather use the resources of hundred 

other online travel companies worldwide. Since 2011 they belong to the company Kayak which 

is also part of the Priceline Group (Checkfelix, 2017, n.d.; Krone Zeitung, 2011).  

 

 



 

41 
 

Table 15: Checkfelix, results of the internet analyzes (own illustration) 

Checkfelix   Points 

1. Do they communicate the 
topic sustainable tourism 
on their booking 
webpage? 

No 
¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ 
directly on their booking webpage 

0 / 1 

2. Do they communicate or 
engage in the topic CSR? 

Yes 

¢ƘŜȅ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ нлмс ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ άYƭŀǎǎŜΦǊŜƛǎŜƴέ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ нрΣлллϵ ǘƻ млл ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 
difficulties in their family to enable them the participation 
on their school trips (Checkfelix, 2017) 

0.5 / 1 

3. Do they show tips or hints 
for how to travel 
sustainable? 

No 
Nothing was found related to tips or hints on sustainable 
travelling on their homepage 

0 / 1 

4. Is it possible for 
customers to look specific 
for sustainable tourism 
offers? 

No 
There are no specific search options for sustainable tourism 
offers on their webpage 

0 / 1 

5. Do they have sustainable 
tourism offers? 

Yes 
They do have eco-resorts and eco-hotels in their offers, but 
you cannot search specific for this kind of offers   

0.5 / 1 

6. Do they cooperate with 
sustainable tourism 
organizations?  

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

7. Do they have own 
sustainable tourism 
programs? 

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

8. Do they offer CO2 
compensation for flights 
or indicate how to do so? 

No Nothing was found in this respect  0 / 1 

Total   1/8 
 

Checkfelix fulfills only 2 out of 8 relevant criteria for sustainable tourism and does show the 

lowest score with 1 out of 8 points, which indicates Checkfelix also as a platform with no 

potential (yet) of being a sustainable tourism booking platform. Neither on their webpage nor 

via internet search, information related to sustainable tourism communicated by Checkfelix 

could be found. However, they also list sustainable tourism offers via their search engine, but 

again, it is not possible to find these offers via a specific search option. There is also nothing 

available related to the topic CSR. Checkfelix offers the options to search for flights. But 

nothing related to the topic CO2 compensation could be found. 

TripAdvisor 

TripAdvisor was founded 2000 by Stephen Kaufer. It is an American travel website which 

provides not only hotel and flight bookings, but also reviews of travel related content and an 

interactive travel forum. Today, they claim to be the biggest travel website worldwide. Besides 

more than 7 million accommodations, airlines, attractions and restaurants they show more than 

500 million reviews and opinions to travel related topics on their website. The website is in 

more than 49 markets available and forms with over 390 million visitors per month the biggest 

travel community worldwide (TripAdvisor, 2017c; Williams, 2013). 
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Table 16: TripAdvisor, results of the internet analyzes (own illustration) 

TripAdvisor   Points 

1. Do they communicate the 
topic sustainable tourism 
on their booking 
webpage? 

No 
¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ sustainable tourism 
directly on their booking webpage 

0 / 1 

2. Do they communicate or 
engage in the topic CSR? 

Yes 

- ¢ǊƛǇ!ŘǾƛǎƻǊ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ нлмл ǘƘŜ ά¢ǊƛǇ!ŘǾƛǎƻǊ 
/ƘŀǊƛǘŀōƭŜ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴέΦ άThe mission of the 
Foundation is to inspire and enable TripAdvisor 
employees to volunteer their time and skills for 
causes they care about and to help strengthen 
human lives and communities around the world 
through a variety of grant programsέ (Egan, 
2016). 

- CSRHub gives TripAdvisor 43 out of 100 Points for 
their CSR commitment (CSRHub, 2017c). Hence, 
one cannot say that CSR is a core element of 
TripAdvisor. 

0.5 / 1 

3. Do they show tips or hints 
for how to travel 
sustainable? 

No 
Nothing was found regarding tips or hints on sustainable 
travelling on their webpage 

0 / 1 

4. Is it possible for 
customers to look specific 
for sustainable tourism 
offers? 

Yes 
After the results of a hotel search is shown, one can select 
άDǊŜŜƴέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ά{ǘȅƭŜέ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊƛǇAdvisor 
Green Leaders option 

1 / 1 

5. Do they have sustainable 
tourism offers? 

Yes See above  1 / 1 

6. Do they cooperate with 
sustainable tourism 
organizations?  

 

Yes 

Not directly with sustainable tourism organizations but 
with organizations who try to push sustainability such as: 

- UNEP 
- Energystar.gov 
- USGBC (U.S. Green Building Council) 

0.5 / 1 

7. Do they have own 
sustainable tourism 
programs? 

 

Yes 

- The TripAdvisor GreenLeaders program is a free 
and voluntary program that allows hotels and 
B&Bs on tripadvisor.com to market their 
environmentally-friendly practices to travelers 
(TripAdvisor, 2017b) 

- !ƴƛƳŀƭ ²ŜƭŦŀǊŜΥ άTripAdvisor and its Viator brand 
will discontinue selling tickets for specific tourism 
experiences where travelers come into physical 
contact with captive wild animals or endangered 
species, including but not limited to elephant rides, 
ǇŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƛƎŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǿƛƳ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƻƭǇƘƛƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎέ 
(TripAdvisor, 2016) 

1 / 1 

8. Do they offer CO2 
compensation for flights 
or indicate how to do so? 

No Nothing was found in this respect 0 / 1 

Total   4 / 8 

 

TripAdvisor fulfills 5 out of the 8 sustainable tourism criteria and thus scores in total 4 out of 8 

points, which indicates TripAdvisor as a platform with the potential to look for sustainable 

tourism offers. TripAdvisor does not directly communicate sustainable tourism on their 

webpage, nor do they give tips or hints on how to travel sustainable. However, they made it at 
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least possible for costumers to look specific for sustainable tourism offers. Therefore, they 

introduced 2013 in the U.S. and 2014 in Europe the Green Leaders Program. Hence, it is 

possible for accommodation operators to communicate their sustainable practices to the 

customers. It needs to be pointed out, that these eco accommodations are only verified by 

feedbacks of the customers and some random checks by partners of TripAdvisor (TripAdvisor, 

2017d). Besides that, they launched 2010 the TripAdvisor Charity Foundation (TACF) 

(TripAdvisor, 2017a) and introduced 2016 the TripAdvisor Animal Welfare (TripAdvisor, 2016). 

Still missing on their webpage is the communication on CO2 compensation of flights, as 

nothing was found related to this topic.  

5.4 Summary of the Results 

The aim of the chapter was to reveal to what extent chosen travel and accommodation booking 

platforms communicate the topic sustainable tourism and to what extent they provide the 

possibility for customers to look specifically for sustainable tourism offers. The results showed, 

none of the chosen booking sites have the status of being a sustainable tourism booking 

platform in terms of the prepared list of criteria. Only two platforms, namely Airbnb and 

TripAdvisor, do have a high potential to get a sustainable tourism booking platform. The rest 

showed either low or no potential (yet). Furthermore, all of the analyzed platforms actually do 

have sustainable tourism offers on their webpage, but only one of them offer also the 

opportunity to look specifically for these offers. On the other webpages, there is no option at 

all or they donôt show transparency about the selection of these offers. Three of the six booking 

platforms do offer besides accommodation bookings also the possibility to book or look for 

flights. However, none of them offer the opportunity to make a CO2 compensation payment or 

communicate how to do so.  
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6. Sustainable Behavior of Young Adults in Everyday Life and on 

Holidays 

This chapter presents the result of the main investigation of this thesis and aims to give an 

initial insight into the behavior and understanding of young adults in Austria and Germany with 

regard to aspects of sustainable tourism. In detail, it will give answers to the following five 

questions:  

1. How about their environmental behavior in everyday life regarding: 

¶ Diet 

¶ Purchasing of convenience goods 

¶ Purchasing of shopping goods 

¶ Willingness to pay for environmentally friendly or fair-trade articles 

¶ Energy saving  

¶ Mobility in summer and winter? 

2. How about their environmental behavior on holidays or during travel regarding: 

¶ Preparation of a journey 

¶ Number of journeys and used means of transportation 

¶ Holiday accommodations 

¶ Renouncement of distinct types of travelling 

¶ CO2 compensation payment? 

3. Are there correlations between the environmental behavior in everyday life and 

the environmental behavior on holidays? 

4. How about their sustainable tourism practices? 

5. How about their association with the term ñsustainable tourismò? 

This chapter is thereby divided into three parts. First, the methods which were used to answer 

the research questions are described. The second part presents in detail the main results and 

the statistical evaluation of the survey. The third part concludes this chapter with a summary 

of the results. 

6.1 Methods 

In the following, the methods, which were used to answer the research question two and its 

sub-questions, are described in more detail. 

6.1.1 Research Design  

The methodical approach of this chapter started with a literature research related to 

sustainable tourism and young adults. This helped to gain a first overview of the current 
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knowledge in that field and to get theoretical foundation in terms of creating a survey. In that 

context, search engines like Scopus or Google Scholar have been used. Further, for the 

empirical part, a quantitative questionnaire method, more precisely an online questionnaire, 

was chosen (Döring & Bortz, 2016a, p. 414). This online questionnaire was prepared and 

conducted with the software LimeSurvey.  

6.1.2 Survey Structure and Questions 

The aim of the survey was to get answers to the research question two and its sub-questions, 

therefore about the behavior of young adults in everyday life and on holidays/while travelling 

related to aspects of sustainability as well as their knowledge about the term sustainable 

tourism. This resulted in a self-made construction of a multi-part questionnaire divided into five 

distinct parts, mainly consistent of standardized questions (only two open questions at the end 

where asked). A detailed description of the distinct parts of the survey used in this thesis is 

indicated in Table 17. For the whole questionnaire, see Appendix A. 

Table 17: Description of the structure of the questionnaire (own illustration) 

Topic Description 

(1) Demographics As this survey is about young adults from Austria and Germany, demographics 
such as age and nationality had to been know. Further, to enable eventual 
distinction or comparison, highest educational achievement, occupation and 
within the field of study (if respondents are students) and the money available per 
month (discretionary income) were asked. 

(2) Preferences when 
planning a journey 

This part was to find out, to what extent young adults include aspects of 
sustainability into their holiday planning. To get impartial answers, this question 
was consciously chosen to stay at the beginning of the survey and sustainability or 
sustainable tourism was neither mentioned in the title nor the description of the 
survey.  

(3) Behavior on 
holidays  

This part was to find out more about the travel behavior of the young adults. On 
the one hand about the number of journeys and the use of means of 
transportation. On the other hand, about the behavior while on holidays related to 
the environmental aspects of sustainability. To help answer the questions a time 
horizon of the last 12 months was chosen.  

(4) Behavior in 
everyday life 

This part was to find out more about the behavior in everyday life of the young 
adults related to aspects of the environmental dimension of substantiality. To 
counteract an incorrect assessment of their own environmental behavior, several 
distinct questions about the behavior in everyday life related to environmental 
affecting factors were asked. 

(5) Knowledge about 
sustainable 
tourism 

The aim of this question was to find out, to what extent young adults do 
understand the term sustainable tourism. Therefore, an open question was 
chosen, so that the respondents have the opportunity to display everything they 
know or associate with this term. 

 

6.1.3 Sampling Strategies 

For the sake of reaching as many participants as possible for the sample, a convenience 

sample strategy was chosen (Döring & Bortz, 2016b, p. 305). Thus, three different channels 

were selected, whereas a passive as well as an active sampling procedure was used (Döring 
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& Bortz, 2016a, p. 400). Firstly, the survey was send to all acquaintances with an age between 

18 and 35 living in Austria and Germany, using Facebook messenger or an email program. 

Secondly, the survey was published on online survey portals, like SurveyCircle or Thesius, or 

spread with the use of social media platforms like online travel forums (TripAdvisor, Lonely 

Planet) or Facebook survey groups. The third and most effective channel has been the 

distribution of the survey via the e-mail mailing list of the University of Graz.  

6.1.4 Survey Sample 

The survey has been online from April to July 2017. In this time 935 complete and incomplete 

surveys were collected. The elimination of the incomplete surveys resulted in 724 completed 

questionnaires. Due to the focus on young adults between age 18 and 35 from Austria and 

Germany, another 64 questionnaires had to be sorted out. This resulted in a sample size of 

660 completed surveys of respondents from Austria and Germany with an age between 18 

and 35. 

6.1.5 Demographics of Survey Participants 

The empirical data of this thesis consist of N=660 completed questionnaires of respondents 

with an age between 18 and 35 who live in Austria and Germany. The distribution of the 

demographics shows as follows. 

Gender, Age and Nationality 

Most surveys were filled out by female respondents (76.21%) and the average age of the 

respondents has been between 23 and 24 years (mean=23.73) with a standard deviation of 

3.66. Moreover, most respondents have an Austrian nationality (76.36%) (see Table 18). 

Highest Educational Degree 

In terms of their highest education degree, 39.4% of the respondents hold a university degree 

(n=260), 31.5% do have an A-Level (n=208), 27.9% an AHS/BHS or Apprenticeship (n=184), 

0.9% a middle school degree (n=6) and only 0.3% a lower secondary education (n=2). Thus, 

the sample is characterized by a high level of formal education. The distribution of occupation 

groups underpins this by a relatively high proportion of students in the sample. For further 

research, the degrees A-level and AHS/BHS or Apprenticeship were merged as well as middle 

school and lower secondary education (see Table 18). 

Occupation 

The occupation of the respondents is distributed in the following way: with 80.8%, most of the 

respondents are students (n=533), followed by 15.9% of employees (n=105). 1.51% are self-

employed (n=9), 0.5% in an apprenticeship (n=3) and 0.3% are still pupils (n=2). 1.3% do have 

other occupations (n=8). For the further research self-employees and employees were 
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consolidated to the variable ñWorking populationò (n=114) and pupils, apprenticeship and other 

occupations to ñOthersò (n=13) (see Table 18). 

The 533 students were furthermore distributed in the 12 following fields of study: Sustainable 

or Environmental Studies (n=87; 16.3%), Agriculture and Forestry (n=2; 0.4%), Humanities 

(n=5; 0.9%), Social Sciences (n=80; 15.0% ), Art, Design and Music (n=11; 2.1%), Teaching 

and Education (n=103; 19.3%), Media and Communication (n=16; 3.0%), Medicine and 

Healthcare (n=23; 4.3%), Natural Sciences and Mathematics (n=68; 12.8%), Law and 

Economics (n=88; 16.5%), Languages and Cultural Sciences (n=41; 7.7%) and Technical and 

Engineering Sciences (n=9; 1.7%). For the further research, the focus lies on the comparison 

between them, who are students of the group ñSustainability or environmentally oriented 

studiesò (n=87) and the students of the other groups (ñOther studiesò; n=446) (see Table 18). 

Money Available per Month (discretionary income) 

The money available per month (discretionary income) was compiled in four categories: (1) 0-

300ú, (2) 300-600ú, (3) 600-900ú and (4) more than 900ú. 42.4% indicated to have 0-300ú 

available per months (n=297), 35.6% between 300 and 600ú (n=249), 12.7% to have 600-

900ú per months (n=89) and 9.3% even more than 900ú (n=65).  

Table 18: Demographics in numbers of survey participants (own illustration) 

Characteristics Frequency Percent 

Gender (n=660)   
   Female 503 76.21% 
   Male 157 23.79% 
Nationality (n=660)   
   Austrian 504 76.36% 
   German 156 23.64% 
Age (n=660)   
   18-26 years 514 77.9% 
   27-35 years 146 22.1% 
Highest educational degree (n=660)   
   Middle school and lower secondary education 8 1.21% 
   A-level, AHS/BHS or Apprenticeship 392 59.39% 
   University degree 260 39.40% 
Occupation (n=660)   
   Working population 114 17.27% 
   Students 533 80.76% 
   Others 13 1.97% 
Field of study (only students) (n=533)   
   Sustainability or environmentally oriented studies 87 13.3% 
   Other studies 446 83.7% 
Money available per month (discretionary income) (n=660)   
   0-оллϵ 277 41.97% 
   300-сллϵ 237 35.91% 
   600-фллϵ 84 12.73% 
   aƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ фллϵ 62 9.39% 
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6.1.6 Evaluation Methods 

The data collection via the online survey resulted in all possible types of data, namely nominal, 

ordinal and interval data, which require different statistical evaluation methods. For testing of 

the normal distribution of the variables, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov-Test (KS-Test) was used. At 

this point it need to be mentioned that according to the KS-Test no normal distribution for the 

used variables in this study could be found. However, parametric tests are often preferred over 

non-parametric ones even if the requirement of normal distribution is not met (Bühner & 

Ziegler, 2009, p. 372). Also, in this study, considering the given size of the sample (N=660) 

and the interval scaled dependent variables, a variance analysis and post-hoc tests (with 

Bonferroni correction for alpha error adjustment) was used to analyze differences between 

groups (Field, 2013, p. 430; 459). However, a Kruskal-Wallis-Test (KW-Test) was performed 

to ensure that results from the variance analysis do not deviate from non-parametric tests. The 

KW-Test showed thereby always the same results as the variance analysis. Within the 

variance analysis, a Levene-Test was used for testing the equality of the variances (in the case 

of non-given variance homogeneity, the significance barrier was set from p= .05 to p =.01 and 

robust tests of equality of means were performed) (Bühl, 2014, p. 531f; Field, 2013, p. 468). 

Further, Pearsonôs correlation and Chi-quadrat tests were used to indicate the correlation 

between two variables.  

6.1.7 Limitations 

Due to the fact of the use of a convenience sample strategy, it was not guaranteed from the 

outset to achieve a balanced demographic distribution within the sample. In fact, the 

overrepresentation of Austrian and female respondents (in each case 76% of the total sample) 

in the survey sample and the case, that most respondents are students (80%) leading to the 

fact, that the results of this survey cannot be used as a representative result. However, due to 

the high number of respondents (N=660), the results of the survey give a good insight view 

into the behavior of young adults in Austria and Germany regarding the behavior in everyday 

life and on holiday or while travelling, their correlations and difference, and their understanding 

of the term ñsustainable tourismò.  

6.2 Results of the Survey 

This chapter contains the descriptive results and the statistical evaluation of the survey. It is 

structured into five parts. The first part indicates the behavior in everyday life related to 

environmentally relevant aspects of sustainability. In the second part, the participants of the 

survey are assigned to one out of three environmental behavior groups. Furthermore, the 

demographical distribution of the respondents within the environmental behavior groups are 

depicted. The third part focuses on the behavior on holiday or during travelling related to 
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environmentally relevant aspects of sustainability. Also, in this part, the comparison between 

the environmental behavior groups regarding their behavior on holidays or during travelling is 

presented. The fourth part covers the identification of sustainability-oriented tourists related to 

the total sample as well as the comparison between these tourists and the environmental 

behavior groups. The last part gives information about the understanding of the terms 

ñSustainable Tourismò or ñSustainable Travellingò of the respondents. 

6.2.1 Behavior in Everyday Life Related to Environmentally Relevant Aspects of 

Sustainability  

In this chapter, the results of the survey related to the fourth part (the behavior in everyday life) 

of the questionnaire are presented. This part focuses on measuring the environmental 

behavior in everyday life of the respondents as one important aspect of sustainability. 

Therefore, this part is constructed in six categories, namely: (1) diet; (2) purchasing behavior 

of convenience goods; (3) purchasing behavior of shopping goods; (4) willingness to pay for 

environmentally friendly or fair-trade articles; (5) energy saving behavior and (6) Mobility 

behavior in summer and winter (see Appendix A ï 5 for the related questions). Below, the 

results (referring to the statements of the respondents) of the related questions of each 

category are presented (further figures and tables are depicted in Appendix B).  

Diet  

More than 70% of the respondents eat pasta, fruits, vegetables and diary goods at least 3-5 

days per week. This is the opposite for meat or seafood (see Figure 17). However, still more 

than 20% of the respondents do eat beef, pork or seafood at least 3-5 days a week, this counts 

for chicken for even more than 43%. On the other hand, more than 30% of the respondents 

(almost) never eat beef, pork or seafood (25% thereof eat chicken). Soya goods are rather 

rarely consumed, as more than 50% stated to eat soya products (almost) never (see Table 19 

for descriptive statistics). 

Purchasing Behavior of Convenience Goods 

For the purchasing behavior of convenience goods (in the last four weeks), the result shows a 

wide variation between the behaviors, with the renouncement of plastic bags for shopping 

being the most popular, while conscious shopping in the wholefood shops was rather rare or 

not made at all (see Figure 18). However, bio products or regional/seasonal products are 

bought quite frequently. 58% of the respondents bought bio products at least often in the last 

four weeks, regional and/or seasonal products have been bought by even more than 70%. On 

the contrary, this is less the case regarding the purchase of environmentally friendly body care 

products and products from recycled materials (see Table 19 for descriptive statistics). 



 

50 
 

Purchasing Behavior of Shopping Goods 

The result regarding the purchasing behavior of shopping goods shows a quite opposite 

behavior of the respondents compared to the purchasing behavior of convenience goods (see 

Figure 19). Just over 10% of the respondents stated to purchase environmentally friendly or 

fair-wear/fair-trade clothes on a frequent base (at least often). The same is the case for second 

hand clothes or second hand electronic devices. Only in the case of ñrepairing instead of buying 

new electronic devicesò, more than 50% of the respondents stated to do that quite frequently 

(at least often) (see Table 19 for descriptive statistics). 

Willingness to Pay for Environmentally Friendly or Fair-Trade Articles 

The result regarding the opinions about the price of bio products shows, that more than 40% 

of the respondents do not see bio products in general as too expensive and close to 40% do 

not see bio products for the daily purchase as too expensive (see Figure 20). Besides, more 

than 70% of the respondents stated that they are (at least often) willing to pay more for 

products, which are produced environmentally friendly or fair-trade certified (see Table 19 for 

descriptive statistics). 

Energy Saving Behavior  

The behavior related to energy savings shows a quite contrasting result (see Figure 21). 

Hence, most respondents save energy when it comes to heating (by turning of the heater when 

not needed anymore) (close to 90% stated to do that often or even (almost) always). When it 

comes to take quick instead of long showers or using the bathtub to save water, ñonlyò 43% 

stated to do that often or (almost) always. The results for saving energy by turning off electronic 

devices (no standby) lies exactly between the two other results. However, it needs to be 

clarified, that in total most of the respondents are willing to save energy by performing these 

behaviors quite often (see Table 19 for descriptive statistics). 

Mobility Behavior in Summer and Winter 

The respondents were asked twice the same questions about their mobility behavior, once for 

summer time and once for winter time (see Figure 22/23). The result shows, that nevertheless 

of winter or summer, the use of private motorized transportation (car, motorbike or carpool), 

only changes marginally. This is not the case for public transportation, bicycle or walking. 

Hence, more than 55% of the respondents stated to use at least 1-2 times a week a bicycle or 

go by foot to their work or university in summer. In winter, still more than 50% walk at least 1-

2 times a week to their work or university, whereby the number of respondents who stated to 

use the bike at least 1-2 times a week has dropped to 35%. Instead, more respondents use 

the public transportation (see Table 19 for descriptive statistics). 
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Table 19: Descriptive statistics for the behavior in everyday life related to environmentally relevant aspects of 

sustainability. N=660 for all variables (own illustration) 

Category Variable Mean Median SD 

Dieta 

How often do you consume pasta? 1.97 2.00 1,00 

How often do you consume fruits? 1.75 1.00 0.93 

How often do you consume vegetables? 1.52 1.00 0.79 

How often do you consume beef? 4.13 4.00 0.83 

How often do you consume pork? 4.08 4.00 0.91 

How often do you consume chicken? 3.71 4.00 0.95 

How often do you consume seafood? 4.05 4.00 0.80 

How often do you consume dairy goods? 1.87 2.00 1.12 

How often do you consume soya goods? 4.22 5.00 1.05 

     

Purchasing 
behavior of 
convenience 

goodsb 

In the last four weeks:    

I consciously renounced to buy plastic bags for shopping 1.58 1.00 0.96 

I bought consciously predominantly bio products 2.38 2.00 1.23 

I bought consciously predominantly regional and/or seasonal 
products 

2.04 2.00 1.04 

I bought consciously predominantly body care products which 
are labeled as environmentally friendly 

3.07 3.00 1.42 

I bought consciously predominantly recycling copy paper, toilet 
paper or paper towels 

3.16 3.00 1.45 

I bought consciously in wholefood shops 3.72 4.00 1.24 

     

Purchasing 
behavior of 
shopping 
goodsb 

When buying clothes, I consciously select those which are 
marked as environmentally friendly (e.g., organic cotton) 

3.69 4.00 1.15 

When buying clothes, I consciously select those which are 
certified as fair-wear/fair-trade 

3.94 4.00 1.09 

If possible, I buy my clothes second hand 4.25 5.00 1.17 

If possible, I buy my electronic devices second hand 4.01 4.00 1.16 

I repair or let my electronic devices repair rather than buying 
new ones 

2.48 2.00 1.13 

     

WTP for 
environmentally 
friendly or fair-
trade productsc 

For me, bio products are generally too expensive 3.19 3.00 1.07 

For me, bio products for the daily purchase are too expensive 2.86 3.00 1.30 

I am willing to pay more for environmentally friendly produced 
or fat-trade products. (Own illustration) 

2.18 2.00 0.98 

     

Energy saving 
behaviorb 

I consciously take quick showers to save water 2.83 3.00 1.25 

I consciously switch off my electronic devices (no standby) if I 
do not use them for a longer time 

2.03 2.00 1.22 

I consciously adjust my heater on a lower level when I do not 
need it anymore 

1.45 1.00 0.81 

     

Mobility 
behavior in 
summera 

How often do you use following transportation to get to your work or university? 

Car 4.28 5.00 1.29 

Motorbike 4.85 5.00 0.62 

Carpool 4.74 5.00 0.65 

Public transport 3.13 4.00 1.57 

Bicycle  2.91 3.00 1.77 

By foot 2.86 3.00 1.63 
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Category Variable Mean Median SD 

Mobility 
behavior in 

wintera 

How often do you use following transportation to get to your work or university? 

Car 4.28 5.00 1.30 

Motorbike 4.97 5.00 0.20 

Carpool 4.78 5.00 0.61 

Public transport 2.76 2.00 1.58 

Bicycle  3.67 5.00 1.65 

By foot 3.10 3.00 1.66 
a 5-point scale: (1) (almost) every day, (2) 3-5 days/week, (3) 1-2 days/week, (4) rarer, (5) (almost) never 
b 5-pont scale: (1) (almost) always, (2) often, (3) sometimes, (4) rarely, (5) (almost) never 
c 5-point scale: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neither agree nor disagree, (4) disagree, (5) strongly disagree 
 

6.2.2 Environmental Behavior Groups 

In this chapter, the participants of the survey are assigned to one out of three environmental 

behavior groups - related to their statements about their behavior in everyday life (see chapter 

6.2.1). The aim of this assignment is to reveal, which of the respondents do perform a pro-

environmental or environmentally friendly behavior (EFB), which of them perform an 

occasional environmentally friendly behavior (OEFB) and which of them do perform a more 

negative or environmental harmful behavior (NEB). Hence, at the end, every respondent will 

be assigned to one of these groups. This assignment will make it then possible to compare the 

environmental behavior in everyday life with the environmental behavior during holidays or 

travelling, which will be discussed later in this thesis. 

The Assignment of the Respondents to the Environmental Behavior Groups 

This paragraph describes in detail the methods which were used to ascribe the respondents 

to the environmental behavior groups (related figures are shown in Appendix B). 

Diet 

The assignment of the respondents to the environmental behavior groups regarding their diet 

(see Figure 17) was made in the following way: the environmentally friendly behavior group 

includes all those who (almost) never eat beef, pork, chicken, seafood or dairy goods (vegan 

diet, n=18) as well as all those who (almost) never eat beef, pork or chicken (ovo-lacto 

vegetarian diet, n=117), which were in total n=135 respondents. The biggest group, the 

occasional environmentally friendly behavior group, includes all those who eat 1-2 days a week 

or less common beef, pork or chicken (flexitarian diet, n=441). The rest (meat consumers, 

n=84), was ascribed to the negative environmental behavior group. 

Purchasing Behavior of Convenience Goods 

Related to the answers of the respondents regarding the six questions about the purchasing 

behavior of convenience goods in everyday life (see Figure 18) the assignment to the 

environmental behavior groups was made in three steps. First, all six variables were added up 

to a new variable (ñPurchasing behavior of convenience goodsò, Ŭ=0.81). This resulted in a 
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new scale from 6 (the respondent chose for each of the six variables (questions) the answer 

(almost) always) to 30 (the respondent chose for each of the six variables (questions) the 

answer (almost) never). Second, this scale was divided into three category groups. Group (1) 

within the scale 6-13 (represents a rather environmentally friendly behavior); group (2) within 

14-21 and group (3) within 22-30 (represents a rather environmental harmful behavior). Third, 

the respondents were assigned to the environmental behavior groups in the following way. All 

respondents within the category group (1) were assigned to the environmentally friendly 

behavior group (n=236), all within the category group (2) to the occasional environmentally 

friendly behavior group (n=311) and all within the category group (3) to the negative 

environmental behavior group (n=113).   

Purchasing Behavior of Shopping Goods 

The assignment of the respondents to the environmental behavior groups was also made in 

three steps, but this time related to the answers given to the five questions regarding the 

purchasing behavior of shopping goods (see Figure 19). First, all five variables were added up 

to a new variable (ñPurchasing behavior of shopping goodsò Ŭ=0.70). This resulted in a scale 

from 5 (the respondent chose for each of the five variables (questions) the answer (almost) 

always) to 25 (the respondent chose for each of the five variables (questions) the answer 

(almost) never). Second, this scale was divided into three category groups. Group (1) within 

the scale 5-11 (represents a rather environmentally friendly behavior); group (2) within 12-18 

and group (3) within 19-25 (represents a rather environmental harmful behavior). Third, the 

respondents were assigned to the environmental behavior groups in the following way. All 

respondents within the category group (1) were assigned to the environmentally friendly 

behavior group (n=40), all within the category group (2) to the occasional environmentally 

friendly behavior group (n=267) and all within the category group (3) to the negative 

environmental behavior group (n=353).   

Willingness to Pay for Environmentally Friendly Products  

Also here, three steps for the assignment of the respondents to the environmental behavior 

groups regarding their opinion about the price of bio products and their willingness to pay for 

environmentally friendly products (see Figure 20) were made. First, all three variables were 

added up to a new variable (ñWillingness to pay for environmentally friendly or fair-trade 

articlesò Ŭ=0.80). This resulted in a scale from 3 (the respondent chose for each of the three 

variables (questions) strongly agree) to 15 (the respondents chose for each of the three 

variables (questions) strongly disagree). Second, this scale was divided into three category 

groups. Group (1) within 3-6 (represents a rather environmentally friendly behavior); (2) within 

7-10 and (3) within 11-15 (represents a rather environmental harmful behavior). Third, the 

respondents were assigned to the environmental behavior groups in the following way. All 
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respondents within the category group (1) were assigned to the environmentally friendly 

behavior group (n=219), all within the category group (2) to the occasional environmentally 

friendly behavior group (n=281) and all within the category group (3) to the negative 

environmental behavior group (n=160).   

Energy Saving Behavior 

The assignment of the respondents to the environmental behavior groups regarding their 

energy saving behavior (see Figure 21) was again made in three steps: First, all three variables 

were added up to a new variable (ñEnergy saving behaviorò, Ŭ=0.51). This resulted in a scale 

from 3 (the respondent chose for each of the three variables (questions) the answer (almost) 

always) to 15 (the respondent chose for each of the three variables (questions) the answer 

(almost) never). Second, this scale was divided into three category groups. Group (1) within 

the scale 3-6 (represents a rather environmentally friendly behavior); group (2) within 7-10 and 

group (3) within 11-15 (represents a rather environmental harmful behavior). Third, the 

respondents were assigned to the environmental behavior groups in the following way. All 

respondents within the category group (1) were assigned to the environmentally friendly 

behavior group (n=370), all within the category group (2) to the occasional environmentally 

friendly behavior group (n=253) and all within the category group (3) to the negative 

environmental behavior group (n=36).   

Mobility Behavior in Summer and Winter 

The assignment of the respondents to the environmental behavior groups regarding their 

mobility behavior in summer and winter (see Figure 22/23) has been done in the following way. 

All those who (almost) never used a private motorized transportation (car, motorbike or 

carpool) where assigned to the environmentally friendly behavior group (n=386 in summer, 

n=425 in winter). Those who (almost) always used a private motorized transportation were 

assigned to the negative environmental behavior group (n=111 in summer, n=100 in winter), 

the rest (n=163 in summer, n=135 in winter) has been assigned to the occasional 

environmentally friendly behavior group. 

Final Assignment of the Respondents to the Environmental Behavior Groups 

Table 20 shows the frequency of all respondents within the environmental behavior groups of 

the new build variables described above. The final assignment of the respondents to the 

environmental behavior groups was again made in three steps: First, the seven new compiled 

variables (see Table 20) where added up to a new variable (ñEnvironmental behavior in daily 

lifeò, Ŭ=0.65).  
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Table 20: Frequency of respondents within the Environmental behavior groups related to the variables (own 

illustration) 

Variable Environmental behavior group Mean SD  
EFB OEFB NEB   

Diet 135 441 84 1.92 0.57 
Purchasing behavior of convenience goods 236 311 113 1.81 0.70 
Purchasing behavior of shopping goods 40 267 353 2.47 0.61 
WTP for environmentally friendly or fair-trade articles 219 281 160 1.91 0.75 
Energy saving behavior 371 253 36 1.49 0.59 
Mobility behavior in summer 386 163 111 1.58 0.76 
Mobility behavior in winter 425 135 100 1.51 0.74 

Note: Mean values and standard deviations refer to the scale: 1 (EFB), 2 (OEFB) and 3 (NEB). 

 

 

 

Figure 14: Frequency of respondents within the 
variable ñenvironmental behavior in everyday lifeò 
related to the scale 7 (the respondent has been in the 
EFB group for each variable) to 21 (the respondent 
has been in the NEB group for each variable) (own 
illustration) 

 

Figure 15: Frequency of the respondents within the 
environmental behavior groups (own illustration) 

 

This resulted in a scale from 7 (the respondent has been assigned to the environmentally 

friendly behavior group for each variable) to 21 (the respondent has been assigned to the 

negative environmental behavior group for each variable) (see Figure 14). Second, the scale 

was divided into three category groups. Group (1) within the scale 7-9 (represents an 

environmentally friendly behavior); group (2) within 10-15 and group (3) within 16-21 

(represents an environmentally harmful behavior). This time, the scale of group (1) was chosen 

to be comparative smaller than the two other groups. This shall ensure that this group also 

represents an environmentally friendly behavior. Third, the respondents were assigned to the 

environmental behavior groups in the following way. All respondents within the category group 
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(1) were assigned to the environmentally friendly behavior group (n=77), all within the category 

group (2) to the occasional environmentally friendly behavior group (n=477) and all within the 

category group (3) to the negative environmental behavior group (n=106) (see Figure 15). This 

assignment made it possible to identify those respondents of the survey who behave in 

everyday life in an environmentally friendly way (all within the environmentally friendly behavior 

group), those, who behave occasionally in an environmentally friendly way (all those within the 

occasional environmentally friendly behavior group) and those, who behave in a negative or 

environmental harmful way (all those within the negative environmental behavior group). 

Distribution and Comparison of the Respondents within the Environmental Behavior Groups 

Table 21 shows the distribution of the respondents within the environmental behavior groups 

related to the socio-demographic data. A Chi-quadrat test shows further, if there is a significant 

correlation between the groups and the socio-demographic data. The result shows, that there 

is indeed a significant correlation between the environmental behavior groups and: occupation 

(ɢĮ(2)= 13.361, p< .05) and study field (ɢĮ(2)= 18.117, p< .05).  

¶ For occupation: Comparatively many of the working population are in the negative 

environmental behavior group. 

¶ For study fields: A quite strong differences can be observed within the study fields. 

Except of one person, all respondents, who study sustainability or environmentally 

oriented studies are in the occasional environmentally friendly behavior (78.16%) or 

the environmentally friendly behavior group (20.69%). Whereas from the remaining 

respondents, who study other fields, are 15.92% in the negative environmental 

behavior group, 73.54% in the occasional environmentally friendly behavior group and 

10.54% in the environmentally friendly behavior group.  

Table 21: Distribution of the respondents within the environmental behavior groups related to the socio demographic 

data (own illustration) 

Demographics Environmental behavior group 

Total EFB OEFB NEB 

G
e
n

d
e
r 

Female 
Frequency 60 370 73 503 

Percent 11.93% 73.56% 14.51% 100.00% 

Male 
Frequency 17 107 33 157 

Percent 10.83% 68.15% 21.02% 100.00% 

Total 
Frequency 77 477 106 660 

Percent 11.67% 72.27 16.06 100.00% 

A
g
e 

18-26 years Frequency 57 378 79 514 

 Percent 11.08% 72.54% 15.36% 100.00% 

27-35 years Frequency 20 99 27 146 

 Percent 16.69% 67.80% 18.49% 100.00% 

Total Frequency 77 477 106 660 

 Percent 11.67% 72.27% 16.06% 100.00% 
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Demographics Environmental behavior group 

Total EFB OEFB NEB 
H

ig
h

e
st

 

e
d

u
ca

ti
o

n
a

l 

a
ch

ie
v
e
m

e
n

t A-level, AHS/BHS or 
Apprenticeship  

Frequency 42 290 60 392 

Percent 10.71% 73.98% 15.31% 100.00% 

University Degree 
Frequency 35 181 44 260 

Percent 13.46% 69.62% 16.92% 100.00% 

Total 
Frequency 77 471 104 652 

Percent 11.81% 72.27% 15.95% 100.00% 

O
cc

u
p

a
ti
o

n
* Student 

Frequency 65 396 72 533 

Percent 12.20% 74.30% 13.5% 100.00% 

Working Population 
Frequency 10 73 31 114 

Percent 8.77% 64.04% 27.19% 100.00% 

Total 
Frequency 75 469 103 647 

Percent 11.59% 72.49% 15.92% 100.00% 

S
tu

d
y
 f

ie
ld

* 

Sustainability or environmentally 
oriented studies 

Frequency 18 68 1 87 

Percent 20.69% 78.16% 1.15% 100.00% 

Other studies 
Frequency 47 328 71 446 

Percent 10.54% 73.54% 15.92% 100.00% 

Total 
Frequency 65 396 72 533 

Percent 12.20% 74.30% 13.51% 100.00% 

M
o

n
e
y
 a

v
a

ila
b

le
 p

e
r 

m
o

n
th

s 

(d
is

cr
e
tio

n
a

ry
 in

co
m

e) 

  

0-300 
Frequency 32 208 37 277 

Percent 11.55% 75.09% 13.36% 100.00% 

300-600 
Frequency 26 175 36 237 

Percent 10.97% 73.84% 15.19% 100.00% 

600-900 
Frequency 11 56 17 84 

Percent 13.10% 66.67% 20.24% 100.00% 

more than 900 
Frequency 8 38 16 62 

Percent 12.90% 61.29% 25.81% 100.00% 

Total 
Frequency 77 477 106 660 

Percent 11.67% 72.27 16.06 100.00% 
* Significant Chi²-Test (p< .05)  
 

 

6.2.3 Behavior on Holiday or During Travelling Related to Environmentally Relevant 

Aspects of Sustainability  

In this chapter, the results of the survey related to the second (preferences when planning a 

journey) and third (travel behavior) part of the survey are presented. This chapter focuses on 

the behavior related to environmental aspects of sustainability. It was divided in five categories: 

(1) preferences when planning a vacation or journey; (2) numbers of journeys/holidays and the 

corresponding used means of transportation; (3) the behavior during preparation of a 

journey/holiday; (4) the behavior related to holiday accommodation and (5) the behavior 

related to the renouncement of distinct types of travelling and CO2 compensation payment (for 

the related questions see Appendix A ï 2 and 3). The depicted results are referring to the 

statements of the respondents. In addition, to show differences between the environmental 

behavior groups within each category, statistical tests are implemented (detailed post-hoc tests 

are depicted in Appendix C) 
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Preferences when Planning a Vacation or Journey 

This paragraph indicates the preferences of the respondents when they plan a vacation or 

journey. In this context, the respondents were asked about their preferences of nine criteria 

(see Table 22). They could bring the criteria in an individual order, that at the end each criterion 

was assigned to a preference rank between 1 (most important criterion) and 9 (least important 

criterion).  

Results 

The results show clearly the three most important criteria for the respondents when planning 

a vacation or journey (see Table 22). Getting to know foreign cultures is thereby nominated by 

most of the respondents as preference one (n=208), 61.1% chose this criterion within one of 

their first three preferences. Also, the price performance ratio is chosen by many of the 

respondents as preference one (n=145). Here, 58.8% chose this criterion as one of their first 

three preferences. An environmentally friendly journey is seen by most of the respondents as 

a rather unimportant criterion. Only 8.3% chose an environmentally friendly journey as one of 

their first three preferences, 62.1% even indicated an environmentally friendly journey as one 

of their last three preferences. Sport is seen as the least important criterion when planning a 

vacation or journey. Only 1.5% chose this criterion at preference one, 72.1% even indicated 

sport as one of their last three preferences. 

Table 22 shows the results of the rank order (related to the mean) of the preferences of the 

three environmental behavior groups. The rank order of the occasional environmentally friendly 

behavior group has not changed at all and matches with the one of the total sample. The 

preferences for the environmentally friendly behavior group have not changed within the first 

three ranks. Only the order changed marginally. Hence, getting to know foreign cultures is still 

named by most of the respondents within the environmentally friendly behavior group as 

preference one. Whereas a beautiful intact nature now stands on rank two and a price 

performance ration on rank three. This does look different with the least important preferences 

for the environmentally friendly behavior group. Here, the criterion an uncomplicated journey 

is seen as the least important preference. While sport is still far back on the ranking, an 

environmentally friendly journey is getting more important for the environmentally friendly 

behavior group, now on rank five instead of eight. For the negative environmental behavior 

group, the criterion price performance ration stands clearly on the first rank. Get to know foreign 

cultures is still named as one of the most important criteria, now on rank two together with 

quietness and rest. An environmentally friendly journey is ranked as the least important 

criterion by the negative environmental behavior group.   














































































































































